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MEMORANDA. 

In  December  1843,  John  RomiUy^  Esquire,  was  appointed 
Queen's  Counsel. 

In  Hilary  Vacation  1844,  the  Right  Honourable 
Lord  Abinger,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  died. 

Sir  Frederick  J.  Pollock^  Knight,  was,  in  Easter  Term 
1844,  appointed  Chief  Baron  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer. 

Sir  WiUiam  W.  Fdlett^  Knight,  was,  in  Easter  Term 
]  844,  appointed  her  Majesty's  Attorney-General. 

Frederic  Thesiger,  Esquire,  was,  in  Easier  Term  1844, 
appointed  her  Majesty's  Solicitor-General,  and  after- 
wards received  the  honour  of  Knighthood. 


ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY.  xiii 

1844. 

ORDER  OF  THE  MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS, 
As  to  thfi  Admission  of  Solicitors,  {a) 

\^\kv  January^  1844. 
Whereas  by  section  I7.  of  the  Statute  6  &  Recital  of 
yVictona,  c.  73.  it  was  enacted,  "  Ihat  it  c.73. 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
and  he  was  thereby  authorized  and  required, 
before  he  should  admit  any  person  to  be  a 
Solicitor,  to  examine  and  inquire,  by  such 
ways  and  means  as  he  should  think  proper, 
touching  the  fitness  and  capacity  of  such  per- 
son to  act  as  a  Solicitor,  and  for  that  purpose, 
from  time  to  time,  to  appoint  such  persons  as 
Examiners,  and  to  make  such  Orders  and 
Regulations  for  conducting  such  Examination 
as  he  should  think  proper ;  and  if  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  should,  by  such  Examination  or 
by  the  Certificate  of  such  Examiners,  be  satis- 
fied that  such  person  was  duly  qualified  to  be 
admitted  to  act  as  a  Solicitor,  then,  and  not 
otherwise,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  should, 
and  he  was  thereby  authorized,  to  administer 
or  cause  to  be  administered  to  such  person, 
the  oath  therein-after  directed  to  be  taken  by 
Solicitors,  in  addition  to  the  Oath  of  Alle- 
giance ;  and,  after  such  oaths  taken,  to  cause 
him  to  be  admitted  a  Solicitor  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  his  name  to  be  inrolled  as  a  So- 
licitor in  such  Court : " 

And 

(a)  Reg,  Lib.  1 843,  B.  fol  218. 


xir 


ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY. 


1844.  And  whereas,  in  order  to  carry  the  said  Statute 
^""^^^^^^  into  effect  so  far  as  relates  to  the  admission 
of  Solicitors  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery 
in  England,  it  is  expedient  that  provision  be 
made  for  securing  an  effectual  examination 
and  inquiry  touching  the  fitness  and  capacity 
of  persons  applying  to  act  as  Solicitors  in 
such  Court: 

CertiHcate  of        It  is  ORDERED  by  the  Right  Honourable  the  Master 

fitness  and  r    ■  •^  o 

capacity  to  be  ^^  ^he  Rolls,  that  no  person  who  shall  not  have  pre- 

^rbr^to  ad-       piously  been  admitted   an   Attorney  of  the   Court  of 
mission.  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer  or  one 

of  them,  shall  hereafter  be  admitted  to  take  the  oath,  by 
the  said  Statute  appointed  to  be  taken  by  persons  ap- 
plying to  act  as  Solicitors  in  Her  Majesty's  High  Court 
of  Chancery  in  England^  except  upon  production  of  a 
Certificate  in  writing  to  the  purport  or  effect  herein- 
after mentioned. 


Examination 
of  solicitors. 


Examiners  to 
be  annually 
appointed. 


Certificate  of 
Examiners. 


And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  every  person  who 
has  not  previously  been  admitted  an  Attorney  as  afore- 
said shall,  before  he  be  admitted  to  take  the  oath  re- 
quired to  be  taken  by  persons  applying  to  be  admitted 
as  Solicitors  as  aforesaid,  undergo  an  examination 
touching  his  fitness  and  capacity  to  act  as  a  Solicitor  of 
the  said  Court  of  Chancery ;  and  that  twelve  Solicitors 
of  the  same  Court,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  in  each  year,  shall  be  Examiners,  for  the  purpose 
of  examining  and  inquiring  touching  the  fitness  and 
capacity  of  every  such  Applicant  for  admission  as  a 
Solicitor ;  and  that  any  five  of  the  said  Examiners  shall 
be  competent  to  conduct  the  Examination  of  such  Ap- 
plicant; and  that  if  the  said  Examiners,  or  the  major 
part  of  them,  shall  be  satisfied  of  the  fitness  and  capa- 
city of  the  Applicant  to  act  as  a  Solicitor,  then  the  said 

Examiners, 


ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY.  xv 

Examiners,  or  the  major  part  of  the  said  Examiners,  1844. 
shall  give  him  a  Certificate,  under  their  hands,  testifying  "^^^v*^^ 
such  fitness  and  capacity ;  and  such  Certificate  shall  be 
in  force  until  the  end  of  the  Term  next  but  one  follow- 
ing the  date  thereof,  and  no  longer,  unless  the  time 
shall  be  specially  extended  by  order  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  That  the  Examiners  Regulationi  as 
so  to  be  appointed,  shall  conduct  the  said  Examination  amination. 
under  the  regulations  to  be  first  submitted  to,  and  ap- 
proved by,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  That,   in  case  any  Appeal  from 
person  shall  be  dissatisfied  with  the  refusal  of  the  said  ^^  ^^  Master 
Examiners  to  grant  such  Certificate,   he  shall  be  at  of  the  Rolls, 
liberty  to  apply  for  admission,  by  Petition  in  writing,  to 
^^    Master  of  the  Rolls,  upon  which  no  fee  shall  be 
received,   and   which    Petition   shall  be  heard  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  at  such  time  as  he  shall  appoint, 
^cl  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  shall,  upon  hearing  thereof, 
''^^ke  such  Order  as  to  him  shall  seem  meet. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  That  such  Examin-  Examination 
^^ion  as  aforesaid  shall  be  held  in  the  Hall  or  Building  ^  theyalTof 
^f  the  Incorporated  Law  Society  of  the  United  King-  the  Law 
^om  in  Chancery  Lane^  on  such  day  or  days  as  the  said 
-Examiners  shall  appoint ;  and  that  any  person  not  pre-  Notice  to  be 
"Viousjy  admitted  an   Attorney  of  the  Courts  of  Law  §id^tef?^  ^*"' 
foresaid,  or  one  of  them,  and  desirous  of  being  ad- 
mitted a  Solicitor  of  the  said  Court  of  Chancery,  shall, 
six  days  at  least  before  the  commencement  of  the  Term 
next  preceding  the  Term  in  or  as  of  which  he  shall 
propose  to  be  admitted  a  Solicitor,  as  aforesaid,  cause 
to  be  delivered  at  the  Secretary's  Office  in  the  Bolls 
Yard,  and  at  the  Hall  of  the  said  Incorporated  Law 

Society, 
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xvi  ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY. 

1844.        Society,  a  Notice  in  writing  signed  by  himself,  contain- 
^^^^^      ing  a  statement  of  his  then  place  of  abode,  and  the 
name  or  names  and  place  or  places  of  abode  of  the 
person   or  persons  with  whom   he   has  served  as  an 
Articled  Clerk  during  the  continuance  of  his  Articles 
of  Clerkship,  and    containing,    in  addition  thereto,   a 
statement  of  his  place  or  places  of  abode  and  service 
List  of  notices  for  the  last  preceding  twelve  months;  and  the  Under- 
cut and  af-       Secretary  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  shall  reduce  all 

^*ur  *'i!*®      such  Notices  into  an  Alphabetical  List  under  convenient 
public  offices.  ^ 

heads,  and  shall,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  the  said 
preceding  Term,  afBx  such  List  on  some  conspicuous 
place,  within  and  on  the  outside  of  the  Secretary's 
OfBce  in  the  Rolls  Yard^  the  Public  Office,  the  Regis- 
trar's OflBce,  and  the  Office  of  the  Clerks  of  Records 
and  Writs ;  and  the  said  Under-Secretary  shall  also,  at 
the  time  aforesaid,  furnish  the  Secretary  of  the  Incor- 
porated Law  Society  of  the  United  Kingdom  with  a 
Copy  or  Copies  of  the  said  List. 

6  &  7  Vict.  And  whereas,  by  sect.  25.  of  the  said  Statute,  it  was 

enacted,  that  if  any  Solicitor  shall  neglect  to  procure  an 
annual  stamped  certificate  authorising  him  to  practise 
as  such,  within  the  time  by  law  appointed  for  that  pur- 
pose, then  and  in  such  case  the  Registrar  of  Attorneys 
and  Solicitors  shall  not,  afterwards,  grant  a  certificate  to 
such  Solicitor,  without  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  to  issue  such  certificate. 

Formalities  to       /|^nd  whereas  it  is  expedient,  that  upon  the  applica- 

upon  a  special  tion  of  a  Solicitor  so  having  neglected  to  procure  an 

R^^fSSs^''^  annual   stamped   certificate,   the  Master  of  the  Rolls 

certificate,         should  have  means  of  inquiring  as  to  the  circumstances 

citor  has  ne-"     "D^^r  which  he  discontinued  to  practise,  and  as  to  his 

glected  to         conduct  and  employment  during  the  time  of  such  dis- 

procure  his 

certificate         continuance. 

within  the  J^ 

limited  time. 
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It  is  therefore  further  ordered,  that  the  petition  for        1844. 

such  order  and  the  affidavit  in  support  thereof  shall     ^^^^^^ 

contain,  in  addition  to  the  particulars  now  required,  a  Master  of  the 

statement  of  the  place  or  places  of  abode  and  of  the  ^o\\s,  and 
-        ■  ,   .         1.1,  affidavit  m 

occupation  of  the  party  applying  during  the  last  pre-  supporL 

ceding  year,  and  shall  be  left  six  days  at  least  previous 

to  the  first  day  of  term ;  and  that  the  party  applying 

shall,  at  the  same  time,  enter  or  cause  to  be  entered,  in  a 

book  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose  by  the  under  Secretary 

of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  his  name  and  place  or  places 

of  abode  for  the  last  preceding  twelve  months. 

And  it  is  ordered,  that  the  order  for  the  granting  Order  thereon 
the  certificate  to  any  person  so  applying,  shall  not  be  drawn  for  a 
drawn  up  till  the  day  afker  the  term  previous  to  which  •Pacified 
such  petition  and  affidavit  shall  have  been  left  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  unless  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  shall  otherwise  order. 


REGULATIONS 

Approved  by  the  Right  Honourable  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  on  the  1 5th  Day  of  January  1844,  for  the  Ex- 
amination of  Persons  applying  to  be  admitted  as  So- 
licitors rfthe  High  Court  of  Chancery,  pursuant 
to  the  Order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  made  dti 
the  13M  Day  of  January  1844. 

Whereas  by  an  Order  of  the  Right  Honour.  Regulations 
able  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  made  on  the  amination'of 
13th  day  of  January^  1844,  it  was  ordered,  candidates. 
that  no  person  who  should  not  have  been  pre- 
viously admitted  an  Attorney  of  the  Court  of  Recital  of 
Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exche-  /a«!Lry  i844. 
quer,  or  one  of  them,  should  thereafter  be 
Vol.  V.  a  admitted 
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1844.  admitted  to  take  the  Oath  by  the  Statute  of 

^^^^"^        the  6th  &  7th  Victoria,  cap.  73.,  appointed  to 
C.75.    ^'  he  taken  by  persons  applying  to  act  as  Solici- 

tors in  Her  Majesty's  High  Court  of  Chancery 
in  England,  except  upon  production  of  a  Certi- 
ficate in  writing  to  the  purport  or  effect  therein- 
after mentioned ;  and  it  was  further  ordered, 
that  every  person  who  had  not  previously  been 
admitted  an  Attorney  as  aforesaid,  should,  be- 
fore he  be  admitted  to  take  the  Oath  required 
to  be  taken  by  persons  applying  to  be  admitted 
as  Solicitors  as  aforesaid,  undergo  an  Examin- 
ation touching  his  fitness  and  capacity  to  act  as 
a  Solicitor  of  the  said  Court  of  Chancery ;  and 
that  twelve  Solicitors  of  the  same  Court,  to 
be  appointed  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in 
each  year,  should  be  Examiners,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  examining  and  inquiring  touching  the 
fitness  and  capacity  of  every  such  Applicant 
for  admission  as  a  Solicitor ;  and  that  any  five 
of  the  said  Examiners  should  be  competent  to 
conduct  the  Examination  of  such  Applicant ; 
and  that  if  the  said  Examiners,  or  the  major 
part  of  the  said  Examiners,  should  be  satisfied 
of  the  fitness  and  capacity  of  the  Applicant  to 
act  as  a  Solicitor,  then  the  said  Examiners,  or 
the  major  part  of  them,  should  give  him  a 
Certificate  under  their  hands  testifying  such 
his  fitness  and  capacity,  and  such  Certificate 
should  be  in  force  until  the  end  of  the  Term 
next  but  one  following  the  date  thereof,  and 
no  longer,  unless  the  time  should  be  specially 
extended  by  Order  of  the  Master  of  the 
■  Rolls;  and  it  was  further  ordered  that  the  Exa- 
miners so  to  be  appointed  should  conduct  the 

said 
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said  Examination   under  Regulations  to  be       1844. 
first  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Master    ^'^^^'^^^ 
of  the  Rolls: 
Now,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Order,  the  fol- 
lowing Regulations  touching  the  Examination 
thereby  required  have  been  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Right  Honourable  the  Mas- 
ter  of  the  Rolls :  — 

I. 
That  every  person  applying  to  be  admitted  a  Soli-  Articles  of 
citor  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  pursuant  to  the  be^ieft^'^ 
said  Orders,  shall,  within  the  first  seven  days  of  the 
Term  in  or  as  of  which  he  is  desirous  of  being  ad- 
mitted, leave  or  cause  to  be  left  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Incorporated  Law  Society,  at  the  Hall  of  the  said 
Society  in  Chancery  Lane^  for  the  inspection  and  consi- 
deration of  the  Examiners,  his  Articles  of  Clerkship, 
duly  stamped,  and  also  any  Assignment  which  may  have  with  answers 
been  made  thereof,  together  with  answers  in  writing  to  tions^a^er" 
the  several  questions  hereunto  annexed,  signed  by  the  stated. 
Applicant 

n. 

That  in   case   the  Applicant   shall  show  sufficient  First  regula- 
cause  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Examiners  or  the  major  dispensed 
part  of  them,  why  the  first  Regulation  cannot  be  fully  ^t^* 
complied  with,  it  shall  be  in  the  power  of  the  said  Exa- 
miners, or  the  major  part  of  them,  to  dispense  with  any 
part  of  the  first  Regulation  that  they  may  think  fit  and 
reasonable. 

III. 
That  every  person  applying  for  admission  shall  also,  Candidate  to 
if  required,  sign,  and  leave  or  cause  to  be  left,  with  the  rioiwTouchinff 

Secretary  of  the  said  Society  for  the  inspection  and  con-  his  service  and 

^  .  1        •        conduct ; 

a  2  sideration 


XX 
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1844. 


and  procure 
answers  frora 
the  party  he* 
has  served. 


Candidate  to 
be  examined. 


sideration  of  the  Examiners,  answers  in  writing  to  such 
other  written  or  printed  questions  as  shall  be  proposed 
by  the  said  Examiners,  touching  his  said  service  and 
conduct  And  moreover,  that  every  person  applying 
for  Admission  shall,  if  required,  procure  the  Attorney 
or  Attorneys,  Solicitor  or  Solicitors,  with  whom  he  shall 
have  served  his  Clerkship  as  aforesaid,  to  answer,  either 
personally  or  in  writing,  to  the  questions  hereunto  an- 
nexed, and  also  to  any  other  questions  touching  the 
service  or  conduct  of  the  Applicant,  unless  it  shall  ap- 
pear to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  Examiners,  or  the 
major  part  of  them,  that  he  is  unable  to  procure  the  said 
Attorney  or  Attorneys,  Solicitor  or  Solicitors,  to  attend, 
or  answer  any  such  questions  as  aforesaid. 

IV. 
That  every  person  so  applying  shall  also  attend  the 
said  Examiners  at  the  Hall  or  Building  of  the  Incor- 
porated Law  Society  of  the  United  Kingdom  in  Chan- 
cery Lane^  at  such  time  or  times  as  shall  be  duly  ap- 
pointed for  that  purpose,  and  shall  answer  such  ques- 
tions as  the  said  Examiners  shall  then  and  there  put  to 
him  by  written  or  printed  papers,  touching  as  well  the 
matters  herein-before  mentioned,  as  also  touching  his 
fitness  and  capacity  to  act  as  a  Solicitor. 


If  majority  of 
examiners 
sadsfied,  a 
certificate  to 
be  given. 


That  upon  compliance  with  the  aforesaid  Regula- 
tions, and  if  the  Examiners  present  at  and  conducting 
the  said  Examination,  or  the  major  part  of  the  said 
Examiners,  shall  be  satisfied  as  to  the  fitness  and  capa- 
city of  the  person  so  applying  to  act  as  a  Solicitor,  the 
said  Examiners,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  shall  sign  a 
Certificate  in  the  following  form  :  — 

"  We  do  hereby  certify  that  A.  B.  hath  been  exa- 
mined by  us,  the  undersigned  Examiner^,  as  required 
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by  the  Order  and  Regulations  made  and  approved  of  1844. 
by  the  Right  Honourable  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  the 
ISth  day  oX  January^  1844.  And  we,  the  undersigned 
Examiners,  do  testify  that  the  said  A.  B.  is  fit  and 
capable  to  act  as  a  Solicitor  of  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery.** 

LANGDALE,  M.  R. 


QUESTIONS  AS  TO  DUE  SERVICE 
To  be  answered  by  the  Clerk. 
L  What  was  your  age  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  your  Questions  as 


II.  Have  you  served  the  whole  term  of  your  Articles 
at  the  Office  where  the  Attorney  or  Attorneys,  Solicitor 
or  Solicitors,  to  whom  you  were  articled  or  assigned 
carried  on  his  or  their  business  ?  and  if  not,  state  the 
reason. 

III.  Have  you,  at  any  time  during  the  term  of  your 
Articles,  been  absent  without  the  permission  of  the  At- 
torney or  Attorneys,  Solicitor  or  Solicitors,  to  whom 
you  were  articled  or  assigned?  and  if  so,  state  the 
length  and  occasions  of  such  absence. 

IV.  Have  you,  during  the  period  of  your  Articles, 
been  engaged  or  concerned  in  any  profession,  business, 
or  employment,  other  than  your  professional  employ- 
ment as  Clerk  to  the  Attorney  or  Attorneys,  Solicitor 
or  Solicitors,  to  whom  you  were  articled  or  assigned  ? 

V.  Have  you,  since  the  expiration  of  your  Articles, 
been  engaged  or  concerned,  and  for  how  long  time,  in 
acy  and  what  profession,  trade,  business,  or  employment, 
other  than  the  profession  of  an  Attorney  or  Solicitor. 

a  3  QUESTIONS 


by  the  clerk. 
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QUESTIONS  AS  TO  DUE  SERVICE 

To  be  answered  by  the  Attorney  or  Solicitor ^  Agents  Bar- 
rister^ or  Special  Pleader  with  whom  you  may  have 
served  any  part  of  your  time  under  your  Articles. 

Quetdons  as         I.  Has  A.  B.  served  the  whole  term  of  his  Aricles  at 
tobeanswered  ^®  OfBce  where  you  carry  on  your  business?  and  if 

by  the  oarty      n^t,  state  the  reason, 

with  whom     . 

the  candidate 

hasjMsrvcd  his        jj^  j^^  ^^  g^jj  j  q  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  during  the  term 

of  his  Articles  been  absent  without  your  permission  ? 
and  if  sOy  state  the  length  and  occasions  of  such  absence. 

III.  Has  the  said  A.  B.  during  the  period  of  his  Ar- 
ticles been  engaged  or  concerned  in  any  profession, 
business,  or  employment,  other  than  his  professional  em- 
ployment as  your  Articled  Clerk  ? 

IV.  Has  the  said  A.  B.  during  the  whole  term  of  his 
Clerkship,  with  the  exceptions  above  mentioned,  been 
faithfully  and  diligently  employed  in  your  professional 
business  of  an  Attorney  or  Solicitor? 

V.  Has  the  said  A.  B.  since  the  expiration  of  his 
Articles  been  engaged  or  concerned,  and  for  how  long 
time,  in  any  and  what  profession,  trade,  business,  or 
employment,  other  than  the  profession  of  an  Attorney  or 
Solicitor  ? 
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ORDER  OF  THE  MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS, 

Appointing  Examiners. 

1 5th  January  1844. 
Whereas,  by  an  Order  made  by  the  Right  Recital  of  the 
Honourable  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  the  IStli  13th  January 
day  of  January  1844,  it  was  (amongst  other  *®**' 
things)  ordered,  that  every  person  who  had 
not  previously  been  admitted  an  Attorney  of 
the  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas, 
and  Exchequer,  or  one  of  them,  should,  be- 
fore he  be  admitted  to  take  the  Oath  required 
by  the  Stat  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73.  to  be  taken  by 
persons  applying  to  act  as  Solicitors  of  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery,  undergo  an  Exa- 
mination touching  his  fitness  and  capacity  to 
act  as  a  Solicitor  of  the  said  Court  of  Chan- 
cery ;  and  that  twelve  Solicitors  of  the  same 
Court,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  in  each  year,  be  Examiners  for  the  pur- 
pose of  examining  and  inquiring  touching  the 
fitness  and  capacity  of  every  such  Applicant 
for  admission  as  a  Solicitor,  and  that  any  five 
of  the  said  Examiners  should  be  competent  to 
conduct  the  Examination  of  such  Applicant : 

Now,  in  furtherance  of  the  said  Order,  the  Right  AppoiDtment 
Honourable  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  is  hereby  pleased  of  examinen. 
to  order  and  appoint,  that  Michael  Clayton^  Robert  Rid" 
ddl  BmfUy,  nomas  Clarke^  George  Frere^  Edward  Law- 
Jbrd^    WiUiam  Lowej  Robert  JVheailey  Lumley^   Thomas 

a  4  Metcalfe, 
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Mkm  T«sijtUy  and  Bickard  Wkiiey  Solicitors  be  Ex^ 
mioers  until  tbe  31st  daj  oS  Decewtber  1S44)  to  examine 
eveiT  persQOy  (not  hftTing  been  preriooslT  arfmitird  an 
Attomej  of  tbe  Comts  of  Qoeen*s  Bexxb,  Commnn 
Pkfts  and  Excbeqner,  or  one  of  tbem,)  vbo  dtail  applj 
to  be  ikninwl  a  Solicoor  of  tbe  said  Cniit  of  Cban- 
OHT,  mftiing  bib  fitness  and  cattiii  to  act  as  a 
SbKdaor  of  ^  said  Cooit:  Amd  the  Mnnr  of  tbe 
^^^    Rolk  doA  greet,  t>^  the  aid  Ftimmpit  sbaS  ^ 

of  enecT  sach  ^ppfinnf  j 

aad  to  the  exaent  fMiacai  oat  bv  t^saad 

CMer  of  the  I^  drr  ec  Jcoicra  1544^  aad  ibe  kg:^- 

to  be  jfycx^ed  br  H^  Lordsb^  =i  jgfereBce 
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ORDER  OF  COURT,  (a)    . 

22d  March^  1844. 

Th£  Right  Honourable  John  Singleton,  Lord 
Lyndhubst,  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great 
Britain,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  assistance 
of  the  Right  Honourable  Henrt  Lord  Lang- 
dale,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  Right  Honour- 
able  Sir  Lancelot  Shad  well,  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  of  England,  the  Right  Honourable  the 
Vice-Chancellor  Sir  James  Lewis  Knight 
Bruce,  and  the  Right  Honourable  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  Sir  James  Wigram,  doth  hereby, 
in  pursuance  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed 
in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of  the  reign  of 
her  present  Majesty,  intituled  "  An  act  for 
abolishing  certain  offices  of  the  High  Court 
of  Chancery  in  England,"  and  in  pursuance 
and  execution  of  all  other  powers  enabling 
him  in  that  behalf^  order  and  direct  iix  manner 
following  (that  is  to  say): 


I. 

That  the  Clerks  of  Records  and  Writs  and  their  Fee  to  the 

clerks,  shall,  in  lieu  and  instead  of  the  fee  of  lOrf.  per  ^oSllMd^^ 

folio  for  all  office  copies  of  documents  (other  than  office  ^nts  for 

copies  of  documents  left  for  inspection  as  exhibits)  men-  reduced  from 

tioned  in  the  secood  schedule  to -the  Order  of  Court  of  ]^-  ^  ^*  * 

fouo. 
the  26th  day  of  October  1842,  (b)  receive  and  take  for  all 

such 

(a)  Reg.  lAb.  1843,  B.  fol.  534.  {b)  Ordines  Can.  323. 
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such  office  copies,  bespoke  after  the  23d  day  of  March 
instant,  a  fee  of  ScL  per  folio,  and  no  more. 

11. 
That  this  order  be  entered  with  the  Registrar  of  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery. 

Lyndhurst,  C. 
Lanodale,  M.  R. 
Lancelot  Shadwell,  V.  C.  E. 
J.  L.  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C. 
James  Wigram,  V.  C. 
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ORDER  OF  COURT,  (fl) 

15tb  April,  1844. 
The  Right  Honourable  John  Singleton,  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great 
Britain,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  assistance 
of  the  Right  Honourable  Henrt  Lord  Lang- 
dale,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  Right  Honour- 
able Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell,  Vice-Chan-  • 
cellor  of  England,  the  Right  Honourable  the 
Vice-Chancellor  Sir  James  Lewis  Knight 
Bruce,  and  the  Right  Honourable  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  Sir  James  Wigram,  doth  hereby, 
in  pursuance  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed 
in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of  the  reign  of 
her  present  Majesty,  intituled  "  An  act  for 
abolishing  certain  Offices  of  the  High  Court 
of  Chancery  in  England,"  and  in  pursuance 
and  execution  of  all  other  powers  enabling 
him  in  that  behalj^  order  and  direct  in  manner 
following  (that  is  to  say) : 

I. 

That  the  Examiners  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  Fee  to  Ex- 
shall,  in  lieu  and  instead  of  the  fee  of  14rf.  per  folio,  re-  ^c'e^p^es 
ceivable  by  them  for  all  office  copies  of  interrogatories,   reduced  from 
depositions,  or  other  documents,  receive  and'  take  for  per  folio.  * 
all  such  office  copies,  bespoke  after  the  16th  day  of 
April  instant,  a  fee  of  8^.,  and  no  more. 

II.  That 

(a)  Reg.  Lib.  1843,  B.  fol.  667. 
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184^  II. 

That  this  order  be  entered  with  the  Registrar  of  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery. 

Lyndhubst,  C 
Langdale,  M.  R. 
Lancelot  Suadwell,  V.C.E. 
J.  L,  Kkight  Bruce,  V.  C. 
James  Wigram,  V.  C. 


ORDER  IN  LUNACY. 


ORDER  IN  LUNACY. 

15th  April,  1844. 

Whereas  it  is  important  to  enforce  the  passing 
of  the  Accounts  of  the  Committees  and  Re- 
ceivers of  Lunatics'  Estates,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  the  balances  due  thereon ;  and  whereas 
the  Estates  of  Lunatics  may  be  placed  in 
jeopardy,  by  reason  of  the  sureties  for  the 
Committees  and  Receivers  dying,  or  being 
declared  bankrupt  or  insolvent ; 

It  is  ORDERED,  That  the  Commissioners  in  Lunacy  Committees 

shall  jointly  or  severally,  from  time  to  time,  fix  the  times  J^  briMln^" 

within  which  all  Committees  and  Receivers  in  the  matters  and  past  ac- 

in  their  offices,  shall,  annually  or  at  such  longer  or  shorter  payln'and  in- 

periods  as  may  to  such  Commissioners  or  Commissioner  ▼«'  balance* 

,    .  .         I      1  1.         1  .         asCommii- 

seem  proper,  procure  their  accounts  to  be  delivered  into  gioners  shall 

the  Commissioners'  Office;  and  that  all  Committees  direct, 
and  Receivers  shall,  after  their  accounts  shall  have  been 
delivered  into  the  Commissioners'  Office  as  aforesaid, 
procure  them  to  be  proceeded  on,  examined,  and  settled, 
at  or  within  such  times  as  the  Commissioners  may 
jointly  or  severally,  from  time  to  time,  direct ;  and  that 
the  Commissioners  shall,  jointly  or  severally,  also  fix 
the  times  within  which  such  Committees  and  Receivers 
shall  pay  the  balances  which  shall  appear  due  on  pass- 
ing such  accounts,  or  such  parts  thereof  as  the  Com- 
missioners, jointly  or  severally,  shall  certify  to  be  proper 
to  be  paid  by  such  Committees  and  Receivers ;  and  also, 
when  it  shall  to  such  Commissioners  or  Commissioner 
seem  proper,  the  times  within  which  such  Committees 
and  Receivers  shall  cause  to  be  laid  out  such  balances, 

and 
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1844.        and  any  sum  of  dividends  or  cash  at  the  Bank,  to  which 
the  lunatics  respectively  may  be  then  entitled. 


In  default, 
their  salaries 
to  be  dis- 
allowed, and 
interest  to  be 
charged  on 
their  balances. 


And  it  is  hereby  further  ordered,  with  respect 
to  such  Committees  and  Receivers  as  shall  make  default 
in  any  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  that  the  Commissioners 
shall  jointly  or  severally,  from  time  to  time,  if  good 
cause  be  not  shewn  to  such  Commissioners  or  Commis- 
sioner to  the  contrary,  not  only  disallow  the  salaries  (if 
any)  claimed  by  such  Committees  or  Receivers,  or  their 
representatives,  but  also  charge  them  with  interest  after 
the  rate  of  BL  per  cent  per  annum  upon  any  balances, 
dividends,  or  cash,  during  the  time  the  same  respectively 
shall  appear  to  have  improperly  remained  in  hand,  or 
uninvested,  as  the  case  may  be. 


On  passing 
accounts,  evi- 
dence to  be 
produced  that 
the  sureties 
are  living,  and 
not  bankrupt 
or  insolvent 


If  such  be  not 
the  case,  new 
security  to  be 
entered  into 
within  a 
limited  time, 
and  in  default 
a  new  Com- 
mittee or 
Receiver  to 
be  appointed. 


And  it  is  hereby  further  ordered.  That  every 
Committee  and  Receiver  in  any  matter  in  lunacy,  shall, 
on  each  occasion  of  passing  his  accounts,  or  at  such 
other  times  as  the  Commissioners  may  jointly  or  seve- 
rally appoint  in  that  behalf,  satisfy  the  Commissioners 
or  Commissioner,  by  affidavit  or  otherwise,  that  the 
sureties  of  such  Committee  or  Receiver  are  living,  and 
have  not  been  declared  bankrupt  or  insolvent;  and  if  it 
shall  appear  to  the  Commissioners  or  Commissioner, 
that  any  surety  of  such  Committee  or  Receiver  is  not 
living,  or  has  been  declared  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  then 
that  such  Commissioners  shall,  jointly  or  severally, 
fix  the  time,  within  which  such  Committee  or  Receiver 
shall  enter  into  fresh  security  as  Committee  or  Receiver 
of  the  estate  of  such  lunatic;  and  that  in  default  of  his 
doing  so,  the  Commissioners  shall  jointly  or  severally 
(without  special  order),  inquire  and  report  who  is  or 
are  the  most  fit  and  proper  person  or  persons  to  be  ap- 
pointed Committee  or  Committees,  or  Receiver,  of  the 

estate 
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estate  of  such  lunatic,  in  the  place  of  such  Committee        1844. 
or  Receiver  so  making  default.  "^^^V^^ 

And  it  is  hereby  further  ordered.  That  in  case  Comrois- 
any  Committee  or  Receiver  shall,  at  any  time,  make  de-  certify  de- 
fault in  any  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  the  Commissioners  fault, 
or  Commissioner,  when  it  shall  to  them  or* him  seem 
proper,  shall  certify  the  same  accordingly. 

And  it  is  hereby  ordered,  That  this  Order  be  en- 
tered with  the  Secretary  of  Lunatics,  and  that  a  copy 
of  it  be  fixed  up  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  Lunatics 
and  Commissioners  in  Lunacy. 

LYNDHURST  C. 
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CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

XM 

THE  ROLLS  COURT. 


FARRAR  i;.  The  Earl  of  WINTERTON.  184«. 

Jan,  IS. 

Feb,  Sa. 

^HE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  a  sum  of  A  teiutrix 

2250/.  Ss.  9d.  belonged  to  the  legal  personal  repre-  ^^^^^J^ 

sentatives  or  to  the  devisees  of  the  testatrix  Ann  Chap-  afterwards 
^^  sold  it.    The 

'"^^  purchase  was 

not  completed 

She  made  her  will,  dated  the  17th  of  December  1834,  death.  Held, 

and  thereby  devised  certain  freehold  estates  to  trustees,  't**'  ^^^  P"**" 
_  -  .  ...         chase-money 

for  a  term  of  500  years,  on  certam  trusts ;  and  subject  belonged  to 

to  the  term,  and  to  the  trusts  thereof,  to  the  use  of  the  '**®  personal 

represent- 
petitioners  Charlotte  Chapman^  Catherine  Chapman^  and  auves,andnot 

Jane  Chapman^  for  their  respective  lives,  as  tenants  in  ofthetcstatri? 
common,  and  after  the  death  of  any  one,  to  the  sur-  potwithstand- 
viving  two  for  their  respective  lives,  as  tenants  in  com-  on  the  estate 

mon,  for  the  pur. 
chase-money, 
and  notwithstanding  the  1  Vict,  c,  S6.  #.  S.7.  which  directs  "  That  no  conveyance  or 
other  act  made  or  done  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  a  will  of  or  relatins  to 
any  real  or  personal  estate  therein  comprised,  except  an  act  by  which  such  will  shall 
be  revoked  as  aforesaid,  shall  prevent  the  operation  of  the  will  with  respect  to  such 
estate  or  interesi  in  such  real  or  personal  estate  as  the  testator  shall  have  power  to 
dispose  of  by  will  at  the  time  of  nis  death." 

Vol.  V.  B 
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1 842.        mon,  and  after  the  death  of  two,  to  the  surviving  one 
FArrab       ^^^  '"^ »  ^^^^  remainder  to  Adolphus  Cottin^  in  fee ;  and 

V.  she  appointed  the  petitioners  executrixes  of  her  will. 

The  Earl  of  ""^  ^ 

WiNTBRTON. 

She  made  a  codicil  of  the  same  date,  and,  by  another 
codicil,  dated  the  S^tb  of  June  1838,  reciting  that 
Adolphus  Cottin  was  dead,  she  devised  the  same  freehold 
estates  (subject  to  the  trusts  to  take  effect  antecedent  to 
the  use  in  favour  of  Adolphus  Cottin  in  fee],  to  the  use 
of  the  Earl  of  Winterton  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  his  children. 

On  the  8th  oi  January  1839,  the  testatrix  entered  into 
a  contract  with  Luke  Farrar  and  others ;  and  thereby, 
in  consideration  of  the  sums  of  2250/.  and  3/.  185.  to  be 
paid  as  therein  mentioned,  she  agreed  to  sell  to  them 
the  freehold  ground  therein  described,  (being  part  of  the 
freeholds  devised  by  the  will  and  codicil);  and  it  was 
agreed,  that  on  receiving  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money,  the  testatrix  would,  on  or  before  the  26th  day 
oi  June  1839,  execute  a  conveyance  of  the  land  to  the 
purchasers  and  their  heirs. 

The  purchase  was  made  by  or  for  the  trustees  of  a 
Wesleyan  chapel,  and  the  purchase-money  was  to  be 
paid  out  of  certain  funds  standing  in  the  name  of  the 
Accountant-General  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer;  and 
by  an  order  of  that  Court,  dated  the  22d  of  April  18S9| 
it  was  referred  to  the  Master,  to  inquire  whether  the 
contract  was  a  fit  and  proper  contract  to  be  carried  into 
execution. 

The  Master,  by  his  report  dated  the  29th  of  June 
1839,  certified,  that  the  contract  was  a  fit  and  proper 
contract  to  be  carried  into  execution,  and  that  it  would 
be  proper  to  invest  part  of  the  funds  in  Court  in  the 

purchase ; 
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purchase;  and  be  found  that  a  good  tide  could  be  made        1842. 

to  the  estate.  ^tT^^^^^^ 

Farbar 

V. 

The  report  was  confirmed  on  the  5th  of  Julj/  1839,  ^^^^^ 
and  it  was  then  ordered  that  the  Master  should  settle  a 
proper  conveyance;  but  some  of  the  trustees  having 
died,  new  trustees  were  appointed,  and  before  the  draft 
conveyance  had  been  settled  or  approved,  Ann  Chapman^ 
the  testatrix,  died,  without  having  revoked  her  will  and 
codicils. 

At  the  date  of  the  will  and  codicils  and  of  the  con- 
tract, and  at  the  time  of  the  testatrix's  death,  the  legal 
estate  in  the  freeholds  comprised  in  the  contract  was 
vested  in  Elizabeth  Wegg^  who,  after  the  death  of  the 
testatrix,  conveyed  it  to  the  trustees  of  the  will. 

A  bill  was  afterwards  filed  by  the  trustees  of  the 
chapel,  against  the  trustees  and  devisees  under  the  will 
and  codicils,  praying  for  a  specific  performance  of  the 
contract ;  and  by  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
dated  the  27th  of  March  1841,  it  was  declared  that  the 
contract  ought  to  be  performed,  and  a  conveyance  was 
ordered  to  be  executed  to  the  purchasers;  but  a  ques- 
tion having  arisen  as  to  whom  the  purchase-money  be- 
longed, it  was  ordered  that  the  purchase- money  should 
be  carried  over  to  an  account,  to  be  entitled,  *^  The 
account  of  the  personal  representatives  or  devisees  of 
Ann  Chapman^  deceased." 

Certain  costs  were  to  be  paid  out  of  the  funds  stand* 
ing  to  that  account,  and  the  Defendants  or  any  other 
persons  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  touching  the  re- 
sidue of  the  fund,  after  paying  such  costs,  as  they  should 
be  advised. 

B  2  The 
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1842.  The  petitioners   who   were,   as   ah'eady  stated,   the 

^^j^      l^gal  personal  representatives  of  the  testatrix,  now  ap- 
V.  ^    ^    plied  to  have  the  residue  of  the  fund  transferred  to 
them. 


The  Earl  of 

WlNTERTON 


The  argument  turned  principally  on  the  effect  of  the 
recent  Statute  of  Wills,  {I  Fict.  r.  26.),  which  was 
applicable  to  the  present  case.  By  the  nineteenth  sec^ 
tion,  it  is  enacted,  **  that  no  will  shall  be  revoked  by 
any  presumption  of  an  intention,  on  the  ground  of  an 
alteration  in  circumstances." 

By  the  twenty-third  section  it  is  enacted,  "  that  no 
conveyance  or  other  act,  made  or  done  subsequently  to 
the  execution  of  a  will  of  or  relating  to  any  real  or  per- 
sonal estate  therein  comprised,  except  an  act  by  which 
such  will  shall  be  revoked  as  aforesaid,  shall  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  will  with  respect  to  such  estate  or 
interest  in  such  real  or  personal  estate  as  the  testator 
shall  have  power  to  dispose  of,  by  will,  at  the  time  of 
his  death ;''  and  by  the  next  section,  the  will  is  to  speak 
as  from  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  G.  Zato,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  fund  belongs  to  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives, and  not  to  the  devisees.  By  the  contract  for 
sale,  the  vendor  parted  with  her  estate,  and  must,  con- 
structively, be  considered  a  trustee  of  the  estate  for  the 
purchaser,  and  the  latter  as  a  trustee  of  the  purchase- 
^loney  for  her;  Wall  \.  Bright,  {a)  The  testatrix  be- 
came entitled  to  the  purchase-money,  but  had  no  bene- 
ficial interest  in  the  estate  at  her  death.  The  statute 
does  not  apply,  for,  by  the  sale,  the  devise  was  adeemed, 
and  became  inoperative.  The  object  of  the  twenty- 
third 
(<i)  1  Jac.  4r  W.  500. 
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third  section  was  this:  before  this  act,  a  devise  was  1842. 
frequently  defeated  by  the  testator's  taking  a  new  limi-  f^rr^h 
tation  of  the  property  to  himself,  and  thus  the  chancrinc:  v. 

♦k         •  V        F  .u        /•  u  ^A  .  .       TheEariof 

the  nature  or  quality  of  the  estate  was  held  to  operate    Winteetoh. 

as  a  revocation ;  the  twenty-third  section  was  intended 

to  prevent  this  eifect,  and  not  to  abridge  the  power  of  a 

testator  of  dealing  as  he  pleased  with  his  property.     If 

the  words  be  taken  literally,  the  property  would  pass  to 

the  devisee  in  a  case  in  which  the  testator,  after  selling 

and  conveying  to  the  purchaser,  took  a  mortgage  on 

the  property  or  acquired  a  new  interest  therein. 

The  most  absurd  consequences  would  follow  if  it  be 
held  that  the  devisee  is  entitled;  the  equitable  estate 
has  passed  to  the  purchaser,  and  would  descend  to  his 
heir:  it  would  be  strange  to  hold  that  it  passed  also  to 
the  devisee  of  the  vendor.  If  the  devisees  take  any 
thing,  they  must  hold  in  the  same  way  as  the  testatrix ; 
viz.,  as  trustees  only  for  the  purchaser.  The  words  of 
the  statute  will  be  satisfied  by  holding  that  the  legal 
estate  passed  to  the  devisees  in  trust  for  the  purchaser. 
They  also  referred  to  Knollys  v.  Sfiephad  (a)  «s  deciding 
that  the  devisee  of  an  estate  contracted  to  be  sold,  was 
not  entitled  to  the  purchase-money  beneficially. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Dixorij  for  the  devisees. 
Before  this  statute,  a  contract  to  sell  revoked  the  devise 
in  equity,  but  not  at  law.  The  legislature  has  now  in- 
terfered and  expressly  declared  the  contrary,  and  de- 
clares that  nothing  but  a  revocation  under  the  act  shall 
prevent  the  operation  of  the  will  on  a  devised  estate, 
or,  such  estate  and  interest^  in  such  real  estate  as  the  tes- 
tator may,  at  his  death,  have  power  to  dispose  of  by  will. 

The 

(fl)  Cited  1  Jac,  4-   W,  499.;      1  Sug,  T. 4-  P. 291.  note*, (loth 
affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,      ed.) 

B  3 
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184^  The  CDQseqaeisce  is»  that  bocii  the  keat  and  cqahable 

^"^1^^^  interest  passed  in  the  same  «a j  as  if  the  testatrix  had 

r.  cjL|iieaali  derised  them.     The  lien  on  the  eaiate  far  the 

''^  ^**  "^  lo^iaid  pmchase-moiKT,  vhich  ns  a  beoefidal  hi^rtsi 


the  estate  vhich  the  testatrix  had  the  po«er  of  cle- 
at the  time  of  her  death,  theiefare  passed  to  the 
deiisees,  who  can  onlj  be  coaopdicd  to  part  vith  the 
legal  estate,  upon  paTment  to  them  of  the  impaid  por- 
Thete  can  be  noademptkn  vhile  thereis 
oo  vhich  the  viB  can  operate;  fiaofgs  ▼• 
Sfapfanrf  depended  on  the  partkniar  terms  of  the  derne. 

Mr.  JL  JZ.  1>X9  for  another  partr. 

>[r.  TTaa^  in  repli-,  igJcrfed  to  Jrmeld  t.  Jr^aid  ^a\ 
and  an  imieponcd  case  of  Oonnr  t.  Bcxn^.  ^i*. 

JVi.  ss.  The  MjLSTxa  cf  zhe  Roixs  (after  ssaxiz^  the  ciiciim- 

stances  of  the  CKie)  sud: 

The  pciitioDers  «ii>o  are  the  Iwil  per»ial  repre- 

sectatires 


Tmis  caw  was  ibos.  sti2»id  bj  Mr.  Jncvr^  «1m>  bad  been 

coxmwl  in  ibe  causie  :  —  A  j^MXtx  en:<cec  :n:«  a  c.iDiraf^  for 

ife  aa]e  of  a  real  es^raxe «  aixi  arTcnrards  died  be-rorc  h  bad 

compkmd,     Aiter  xbe  ii^ik  <tf  majij  T^can;.  ibe  par- 

filed  a  bill  ior  ^^eci&c  perf«mapce.     nk  vas  re- 

i  an  the  p-oond  zbat  ibe  cmniaci  bad  bees  infmnidest, 

had  becoi  obxaiDed  ax  am  uoder>vaJae,  and  bj  ondoe 

^    ioAaeaoe.     Sir  J&Ln  LjpocL.  ht^wcver^  be  id  iba:  ibe  con- 

vas  luii£i^  ax  tbe  dea:b  of  ibc  ivx^or,  box  tbax  br 

k^Me  of  time,  and  br  bis  laches;,  tbe  purchaser  bad  lost 

T^iX  to  bare  a  specific  perfArmanrr^  and  iba:  tbe  eoaxe 

ta  ibe  next  af  kin.  and  xmis  xh  xbc  bcir  ax  lav. 

on  other  |ftcnat^  ?  5wnk  ^^T.,  and  5  Jtfad  45ft. 
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sentatives  of  the  testatrix,  now  apply  to  have  the  residue        1842. 

of  the  fund  transferred  to  them.     They  allege  that  by 

the  contract,  the  testatrix  in  equity  revoked  or  annulled 

the  devise: — that  she  ceased  in  equity  to  have  any  in-   ^i^Jtebtom 

terest  in  the  property  sold,  and  that  the  purchase-money 

doe  to  her  became  a  part  of  her  personal  estate,  and 

was  such  at  the  time  of  her  death. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  devisees,  stating,  as  the  &ct 
is,  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  for  the  amendment  of 
the  laws  with  respect  to  wills,  are  applicable  to  the 
will  and  codicils  of  the  testatrix,  in  consequence  of  the 
last  codicil  being  executed  in  the  month  of  Jtme 
1838,  insist,  that  according  to  the  provisions  of  that 
act,  the  will  is  not  revoked  : — that,  in  fact,  an  interest 
which  would  carry  with  it  the  purchase-money  re* 
mamed  in  the  testatrix,  and  make  that  the  subject  of  the 
devise. 

By  the  act,  the  will  speaks  from  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator, and  all  property  which  a  testator  possesses  at  the 
time  of  his  death  passes  by  the  will ;  and  moreover, 
there  are  express  enactments,  that  no  will  shall  be  re- 
voked by  any  presumption  of  intention  on  the  ground 
of  an  alteration  in  circumstances,  or  otherwise  than 
as  in  the  act  mentioned,  or  by  another  will  or  codicil, 
or  some  writing  declaring  an  intention  to  revoke  the 
same. 

The  testatrix  entered  into  a  contract,  by  which  she- 

agreed  to  alienate  her  whole  interest  in  the  estate ;  but 
she  did  not,  in  any  of  the  ways  pointed  out  by  the  act, 
revoke  the  will  and  codicils ;  and  because  she  has  not 
done  so,  the  argument  is,  that  the  purchase-money,  as 
representing  the  estate,  passed  by  the  devise;  but  re- 
vocation, in   the  manner  directed  by  the  act,  is  not 

B  4  the 
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184>8*        the  only  mode  in  which  a  will  may  be  rendered  in- 
^"jr^^^^     operatiTe. 
r, 
Wuri«ftit»u        ^^  ^  ^^  conveyed  the  estate,  and  thereby  com- 
pleted the  alienation,  the  will  woold  have  had  no  oper- 
ation upon  it,  or  upon  the  purchase-money ;  and  it  was 
necessarily  admitted,  that  the  will  could  not,  by  the 
dcTise  of  the  land,  have  any  operation  upon  that  part  of 
the  purchase-money,  which  was  actually  paid  to  the  tes- 
tatrix in  her  lifetime. 

The  questioD,  whether  the  dertsees  can  hare  any 
interest  in  that  part  of  the  purchase-iiioiKj  which  was 
u^fiaid,  depends  on  the  r^ts  and  interests  of  the  tes- 
tatrix at  the  dme  of  her  death.  She  had  cootracted  to 
sell  ber  beneficial  interest.  In  equity  she  had  alienated 
the  land^afti  instead  of  her  beneficial  interest  in  the  land, 
sbe  had  iMfiined  a  title  to  the  purd^ase-nKmer.  What 
w^s  TCiillr  hers  in  r^t  and  equity  w^ts,  not  the  land 
but  the  nKHMT^  of  wUch  alone  she  had  a  i%:ht  to  dis- 
pose; and  tlKMfei*h  she  kad  a  Ken  upon  die  land  and 
n^fhc  ha^^  refiaM  id  convvy  till  the  nonn-  wns  paid, 
iM  tkat  lien  wms  a  met^  »cnniT«  in  or  to  wkkh  die  kad 
iK^  i^lltt  <w  iuMresa.  <x<x7<  fer  ike  pnimtsie  cf  < 
ker  )i^<ibtaan  diejMvsieuof  die  inootey.  TVe 
merfit  » tke  knd  wkkk  fke  kad  derisvid  w!k  hoc  at 
ker  <bapw8iJCOs ;  Kat  w:a$^  H-  ker  acs.  wisolx  vesied  ia 
aoMCkBT.  aft  tke  xiaie  <«  ker  ^ettii :  ain£  ike  case  is 
<doiriy  t0isa^«u^M>b)e  £va&  caM&  in  wkx&  ie«:atct>. 

ukHrniIk»  ka^entamiB  «aaie»>fc  ifocnsos  m  dxr^vne^ 
I  9Bniaii)  :8iihtN9  v  xkejr  ^iirotsiiinru 

ttff  4fimMiik  xha:  i^  ^  cAicxac*^  ^  maaxnx 

vt  hnvr  aiieuoefi  ike 

imereA  laihc  esStte: — ;ikBit  ja 

ske 
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tiie  time  of  her  death,  she  had  no  beneficial  interest  in 
tbe  land  at  her  disposition^  and  that  the  will  only  passes 
that  which  was  at  her  disposition,  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
tbe  devisees  of  the  land  have  no  interest  in  the  pur- 
cbase-money,  and  that  the  prayer  of  this  petition  must 
be  granted. 


Note. — See  1  Jarman  on  WUii,  146.;  1  Sugdcn*s  Vendors  (lOth 
e<L]»  301.;  and  H.  Sugden  on  Willi,  55. 
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Farrar 

V, 

The  Earl  of 

WiNTBRTON. 


LANGTON  V.  HORTON. 


1841. 
Dec.  7.  20. 

1842. 


FN  the  beginning  of  the  year  1837f  the  Defendant    j 

Mr.  Bimie,  trading  under  the  firm  of  Alexander'      April  is. 

Bimie  and  Co.,  was  considerably  indebted  to  the  De-  ^iH.®^.**'®  ®^ 
,,____  1^1       1  •  11  aWhaler,then 

leodant  Mr.  Hortoti.     The  debt  was  secured  by  accept-  absent  on  a 

ances  of  Bimie  which  were  then  running,  and  Bimie.  ^^^^^  adven- 

®'  '   ture,  together 

having  occasion  for  further  advances,  requested  Horion  with  all  masts 

to  afford  him  further  accommodation.  wd^Tppur-*"' 

tenances. 
At  that  time,  Bimie  was  the  owner  of  a  moiety  of  pass  the  cargo 

the  ship  Ann  dnd  stores,  which  was  then  on  a  whalinff  ofoil&c.  ac- 

A  .       ,       ^      ,    ^  >.i  .  1       n"*™  dunng 

aaventure  m  the  South  Seas,  and  with  a  view  to  the  the  adventure. 

further  accommodation  which  Bimie  required,  he  ad-      ""*  ?^sale 

dressed    to    Horion    a    letter,    which    was    in    these  though  abso- 
«,«.j  lute  m  its 

*"*:—  tern...  may. 

notwithstand- 
_       _  ,     _  ing  the  ship 

^^  London^  27tn  January  1837.       registry  acts, 

"Dear  Sir.  — From  the  difficulty  at  present  existing  heMV^ort' 

in  the  money  market,  I  am  desirous  of  making  the  fol-  gage,  if  such 

real  intention  of  the  parties. 
A  mortgagee  out  of  possession  of  a  Whaler  is  not  entitled,  as  against  the  mort- 
P%n  or  his  assignee  of  the  cargo,  to  an  allowance  for  the  use  of  the  ship. 
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1842.  lowing  arrai^eiiieiit  with  joa:  to  gnmt  joa  m  bill  of 
sale  of  the  moiety  I  bold  of  the  ship  Amm  and  stores, 
and  deposit  with  yoa  a  policy  of  insarance  for  SOOO/. 
cfl&cted  in  the  Marine  Insurance  Company  on  that 
Tessd,  and  to  Talue  on  yoo  in  bills,  to  the  extent  of 
4200/.,  which  bills  I  engage  to  proTide  for  when  at 
maturity,  and  I  propose  to  pay,  oot  of  the  bills  drawn 
on  yon,  my  acceptances  fidlii^  doe  as  under :  — 
«  £  1230  7  6  doe  1st  o(  Febntary. 

490  7  0         6th. 

496  5  0  ISthof  JfanrA. 

Your  further  putting  me  in  funds  for  8502.  as  soon  as 
yoo  may  be  able  to  do,  say  by  the  1st  of  March^^  &c. 

The  proposal  made  by  this  letter  was  acceded  to  by 
Mr.  HorUmj  and  was  the  foundation  of  the  transaction, 
the  effect  of  which  was  the  subject  of  contest  in  this 
cause.  Mr.  Horton  accepted  four  bills  of  exchange, 
which  were  drawn  upon  him  by  Bimie  for  seTeral  sums 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  4200/.,  and  which  were  made 
payable  at  three  and  four  months.  Mr.  Bimie  executed 
a  bill  of  sale,  dated  the  27th  of  January  18S7,  whereby 
it  was  purported,  that  in  consideration  of  4200/.  paid  by 
Horton  to  Bimie^  he,  Bimie,  granted  and  sold  to  J9br- 
ionj  his  thirty-two  sixty-fourth  parts  of  the  ship  jinn^ 
then  on  a  voyage  to  the  Southern  Whale  Fishery,  toge- 
ther with  thirty-two  sixty-fourth  parts  of  all  and  singular 
the  masts,  sails,  sail-yards,  anchors,  cables,  ropes,  cords,, 
guns,  gunpowder,  ammunition,  small  arms,  tackle,  ap- 
parel, boats,  oars,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the 
ship  belonging,  or  in  anywise  appertaining,  to  hold  the 
same  to  Horton,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as* 
signs,  to  his  and  their  own  use,  and  as  his  and  their 
own  proper  goods  and  chattels  for  ever.  He  covenanted 
for  further  assurance.  Bimie  at  the  same  time  de- 
posited the  policy  of  assurance  with  Horton,  who,  on 

the 
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the  1st  of  February  ISS?,  caused  the  bill  of  sale  to  be        1842. 
duly  registered  at  the  Custom-house. 

The  four  bills  were  not  paid  when  they  came  to  ma- 
tnrity,  but  were  renewed  four  several  times,  the  stamps, 
iDterest,  and  commission  being  charged  to  Bimie. 

On  the  occasion  of  the  last  renewal,  Hortoti  became 
the  drawer  and  Bimie  the  acceptor  of  the  bills.  In 
June  1838  Bimie  became  insolvent,  and  he  neither  paid 
the  substituted  bills  nor  provided  funds  for  their  payment. 

Down  to  his  insolvency  Bimie  acted  as  the  owner 
of  the  ship,  and  he,  with  the  knowledge  of  Horton^ 
nuide  payments  on  behalf  of  the  seamen,  and  for  keep- 
ing up  the  insurance  on  the  ship. 

After  the  insolvency  Horion  claimed  to  be  the  abso- 
lute owner.  On  the  23d  of  June  1838  he  wrote  to  the 
captain  stating  that  he  had  become  the  owner,  and  from 
that  time  continued  to  make  the  different  payments  on 
behair  of  the  ship,  and  for  the  insurance,  and,  in  short, 
acted  as  the  absolute  owner. 

Id  Jidy  1839  Bimie  assigned  the  same  half  of  the 
ship^  and  also  of  the  oil  and  cargo  to  the  Plaintiffs 
for  securing  3000/.,  and  they  immediately  gave  notice 
to  the  Defendant.  The  Plaintiffs  tendered  their  mort- 
gage at  the  Custom-house  for  registration,  but  the 
comptroller  refused  to  register  it,  on  the  ground  that  the 
Defendant  Horion  appeared  on  the  register  to  be  the 
absolute  owner  of  the  ship. 

The  ship  having  arrived  in  London  on  the  9th  of 
(%  1839,  the  Defendant  took  possession  of  it  and  of  the 
cargo,  and  he  afterwards  sold  them,  and  retained  the 
produce. 

The 


Ifi 
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The  Plaintiflfs,  alleging  that  the  bill  of  sale  of  the  27th 
of  Jantiaty  1 SST*  though  absolute  in  form,  was  intended  to 
operate  only  by  way  of  mortgage,  or  security  for  payment 
of  the  bills  which  had  been  accepted  by  Mr.  HorUmj 
and  that  the  bill  of  sale  comprised  only  Bimit^s  moiety 
of  the  ship,  tackle,  and  appurtenances,  and  did  doc  give 
to  Mr.  Hofion  any  interest  whatever  in  the  cargo,  filed 
this  bill  against  Horton  and  Bimie^  whereby  they  prayed 
for  an  account  of  the  cargo  brought  home  by  the  shq) 
AnHy  and  of  the  monies  received  in  respect  thereof  by 
the  Defendant  Horton  ;  and  that  Horion  might  be  de-  • 
creed  to  pay  to  the  PlaintiSs,  as  trustees  under  the 
indenture  of  July  1839  executed  by  the  Defendant 
JS/ntiV,  a  moiety  of  the  residue  of  such  monies,  after 
deducting  a  due  proportion  of  payments  made  by  him 
on  account  of  the  master  and  crew  of  the  ship,  and  of 
the  insurances ;  and  might  be  decreed  to  deliver  ap  to 
the  Plainti£&  any  part  of  the  moiety  of  the  cargo  which 
might  remain  unsold;  and  that  an  account  might  be 
taken  of  the  niocey  due  to  Boaiom  on  mortgage  of  the 
moiety  of  the  ship,  ami  for  other  relief. 


The  DeJeDdtnt  Kprtcn  by  hb  answer  stated  thmt  a 
sale  was  inteoded.  but  that  if  Mr.  firruV  provided  cash 
to  QKec  the  acceptancvs  for  4:£E0CC  he  shouM  b«  entided 
tohaivarecraBsJer  of  hb  moietr  of  the  shrp :  aad  on  the 
c^her  hand,  that  if  B:rw  should  &lL  to  provide  cash  to 
■KeC  the  accepcioces  whea  the  saof  becuae  doe.  f/or- 
tsm  m^s  tx>  becocae  abssolu^fiv  eotitl^vi  :k>  fibnucr^^  saoMr 
tit  the  shspw  cack!e«  aad  apparteaaoofs^  ^BCiudls^  ther«m 
^-x:^;  aactKCv  of  the  cargo  oft''  the  $h::> :  jod  he  aLso 
5tai>!ti  *^  g^-*^  tbocu:^  he  oxeeoceii  thji:  tbe  saoi  bells 
shoulAi^  trom  time  :^  tiose^  be  recewed.  yec  be  :»  cn>- 
^entied  oa  d^  exp^^^s^  oaiiersirtmnBy  aiai  ^vodijtioa  wtch 
JB^^rxz^^  cjhiC  It  Berxiii^  s&cttlii  ikil  Qk^  pn.>vi£e  Stoh^ 
a»  neec  sb:  saoi  ceaewed  bols^  n»pecuveiT«  wtcea  cike^ 
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altimately  became  due,  he  should  not  be  entided  to        1842. 
a  retransfer  of  the  moiety  of  the  ship  called  the  Ann*      f*^''^^ 
And  he  submitted,  and  humbly  insisted  that  upon  Btmie  v. 

filing  to  provide  such  funds  as  aforesaid,  he  lost  all 
right  or  title  to  call  upon  the  Defendant  to  retransfer 
the  said  moiety." 

There  was  some  parol  evidence  entered  into  as  to  the 
intention  of  Bimie  and  Horton  when  they  entered  into 
the  arrangement  of  the  27th  of  January  1837 ;  but  which 
it  is  not  necessary  to  state,  as  the  Court,  as  will  be  seen 
b  the  judgment,  concluded,  from  the  whole  of  the  cir- 
cumstancesy  that  a  mortgage  and  not  a  sale  was  in- 
tended by  the  parties. 

The  amount  of  the  debt  due  from  Bimie  to  Horton^ 
was  admitted  to  exceed  the  value  of  the  half  of  the  ship 
and  appurtenances,  exclusive  of  the  cargo. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  C.  HdU^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  letter  of  the  27th  oi  January  1837,  the  evidence  in 
the  cause,  and  the  conduct  of  the  parties  throughout  the 
transaction,  show  that  the  ship  was  conveyed  to  Horton 
by  way  of  mortgage  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  bills, 
and  not  by  way  of  sale.  Why  should  Bimie  engage, 
as  be  did  by  that  letter,  to  provide  for  the  bills  when  at 
maturity,  if  the  transaction  were  a  sale  ?  Why  should 
be  pay  the  seamen,  keep  up  the  policy,  and  incur  the 
expense  of  renewing  the  bills,  if  the  ship  were  the  pro- 
perty of  Horton  ?  The  whole  conduct  of  the  parties, 
until  after  the  insolvency  of  Bimie^  is  consistent  with 
the  existence  of  a  mortgage,  but  quite  inconsistent  with 
a  sale. 

The  bill  of  sale  to  Horton  did  not  profess  to  pass  the 
cargo  acquired   or  to  be  acquired.     The  words  ^*  all 

masts 
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1842.        masts  &c.  and  appurtenances''  are  insufficient  for  that 
Lancton      P"T^se,  and  the  expression  **  appurtenances,"  must  be 
V.  construed  with  reference  to  the  other  words  with  which 

it  is  associated,  and  which  relate  to  the  equipment  only. 
Again,  cargo  acquired  by  a  ship,  will  not  pass  as  in- 
cidental to  a  ship ;  it  is  not  like  freight  which  is  the 
mere  rent  for  the  use  of  the  ship,  but  is  the  result  of  a 
trading  speculation  of  the  owner.  A  test  of  Horton^s 
being  absolute  owner  is  this,  was  he  liable  for  the  ex- 
penses of  the  undertaking  ?  Would  he  have  been  per- 
sonally liable  if  the  speculation  had  been  a  losing  one  ? 
he  clearly  entered  into  no  such  obligation.  At  all 
events,  the  Defendant,  as  mortgagee,  can  only  be  en- 
titled to  the  earning  of  the  ship  from  the  time  he  took 
possession,  which  was  in  July  1839. 

The  Plaintiffs  have  an  assignment  of  the  freight  and 
are  entitled  thereto,  and  the  Ship  Registry  Acts  do  not 
affect  the  question,  for  freight  and  a  fortiori  cargo  is 
assignable  quite  independently  of  the  ship,  Douglas  v. 
Russell  (a)j  and  is  not  within  the  Registry  Acts,  Daven'^ 
port  v.  Whitmme  [b).  The  policy  of  the  act  was  to  pre- 
vent foreigners  having  an  interest  in  British  ships.  The 
act  is  directory  only;  Heath  v.  Hubbard {c\  Under^ 
wood  V.  Miller  {d) ;  and  the  non-registration  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs' mortgage,  is  the  consequence  of  the  Defendants 
not  accurately  stating  the  effect  of  their  bill  of  sale 
on  the  registry, 

Mr.  G.  Twrner^  Mr.  J.  Russell^  and  Mr.  E.  R.  Adams^ 
for  the  Defendant  Horton,  contended  that  the  trans- 
action was  one  of  conditional  sale,  and  not  of  mort- 
gage;   Goodman  v.  Grierson  {e)y    Tasburgk  v.  Echlin{g) 

Sevier 
(a)  4  Sim.  524.  {d)  1  Taunt.  387. 

(6)  2  JW>/.  4-  Cr.  177.  {e)  2  BaU  <$•  B.  275. 

(c)  4  Eoit,  1 10.  (5)  «  A  P.  C.  265. 
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Sevier  ▼•  Greefnxy{a\  and  Perry  v.  Meddanocrqft.ijb)        1842. 

That  the  subsequent  circumstances  were  quite  consistent 

with  this  view  of  the  case,  and  that  upon  the  ultimate 

Ulore  of  Bimie  to  provide  funds,  the  ship  &c.  became 

the  absolute  property  of  the  Defendant.      That  this 

Court  would  not  relieve  against  the  strict  performance 

of  the  condition,  Davis  v.  Thomas,  {c) 

Secondly,  that  the  oil  and  other  cargo  passed  by  the 
assignment,  as  one  of  the  <^ appurtenances;"  the  Z>t<n- 
(/ff((f);  Gale  v.  Laurie  {e\  where  it  was  held,  that 
whatever  is  on  board  a  ship  for  the  object  of  the  voyage 
and  adventure  on  which  she  is  engaged,  belonging  to 
the  owner,  constitutes  a  part  of  the  ship  and  her  **  ap^ 
furtenances"  within  the  meaning  of  the  5S  G.  3.  r.  159.; 
and  independently  of  wliich,  it  would  pass  to  the  legal 
owner  of  the  ship,  as  incident  thereto,  in  the  same  way 
as  accruing  freight  would ;  Morrison  v.  Parsons  (g). 
Case  Y.  Davidson{h).  That  even  a  mortgagee  taking 
possession  before  the  conclusion  of  the  voyage  was  en- 
tided  to  accruing  freight;  Dean  v.  M^Ghie{i)y  KergwiU 
^*  Bishop  {Jc)\  and  here  the  Defendant  must  be  con- 
sidered in  possession  from  the  date  of  his  letter  to  the 
captain. 

Thirdly,  that  the  registry  was  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
ownership;  Ex  parte  YaUqp{l);  and  that,  on  principles 
of  public  policy,  the  Court  could  not  give  relief  against 
the  evidence  of  the  registry  ;  Mestaer  v.  Gillespie  (m), 

Speldt 

(a)  19  Vet,  415.  (A)  5  M.  Sf  S.  79.,  and  2  Bro. 

(h)  4  Beavany  197.  4*  ^'  ^79. ;  but  see  Stephenson  v, 

(c)  1  /{.  4*  ^*  S06,  Dowtoih  5  Beavan,  3*13. 
id)  1  Haggard,  121.  (f)  4  Bing.  45. 

(f)  SB.^C.  156.  {k)  2  Cr.  4-  Jer.  529. 

(g)  2  Taunton,  407.  (0  15  Ves.  60. 

(»a)  1 1  Vet,  626. 
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Speldi  V.  LecAmere  {a)f  Thompson  v.  Leake  {5%  Batter  Ay 
V.  Smyth,  {c) 

They  also  argued  that  the  claim  in  this  suit,  was  a 
matter  for  the  decision  of  a  court  of  law ;  and  that  the 
Plaintiffs,  who  were  mere  assignees  of  a  legal  right, 
could  not  sustain  a  suit  in  equity,  unless  they  showed 
that  their  asssignor  would  not  lend  his  name  to  proceed- 
ings at  law ;  Hammond  v.  Messenger,  {d) 

Mr.  Bx)lti  for  the  Defendant  Bimicy  supported  the 
Plaintiffs'  case. 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 


April  18.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

As  it  is  admitted  that  the  debt  due  from  Bimie  to 
Horton  exceeds  the  whole  value  of  Bimie^s  moiety  of 
the  ship  and  appurtenances,  exclusively  of  the  cargo,  it 
is  clear  that  if  there  were  no  question  as  to  the  cargo, 
it  would  be  immaterial  to  either  party  whether  the 
transaction  ought  to  be  deemed  a  sale  or  mortgage,  be- 
cause, in  either  case,  Morion  would  be  entitled  to  the 
whole  value  of  Bimie's  moiety  of  the  ship  and  appur- 
tenances. 

I  have,  however,  thought  it  right  to  consider  what 
was  the  intention  of  those  parties,  and  the  nature  of  the 
contract  between  them,  independently  of  the  mere  legal 
effect  of  the  bill  of  sale. 

From  the  claims  which  they  respectively  make,  it  is 
plain  that  the  bill  of  sale  does  not  constitute,  or  is  not 

evidence 

(a)  13  Fffi.  588.  (c)  3   Mad,    110.;    and    see 

(b)  1  Mad.  5V.  Slater  v.  Willis^  1  Beavan,354. 

(rf)  9  Sim,  327. 
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eTidence  of  the  whole  contract  which  subsisted  between        1842. 
tbem.     Even  the  case  of  Mr.  Hortan  requires  him  to 
go  out  of  the  bill  of  sale,  to  support  his  proposition  that 
the  sale  was  conditional ;  and  on  considering  the  trans- 
actions which  took  place  between  Mr.  Bimie  and  Mr. 
Horkm^  from  the  date  of  Bimie's  letter  the  27th  day  of 
Jamuify  18S7  until  the  time  when  Bimie's  embarrass* 
ments  became  fully  known,  I  have  no  doubt  the  trans- 
action was  intended  to  be,  and  was  by  both  parties 
understood  to  be,  a  security  or  mortgage,  and  not  other- 
wise a  sale  absolute  or  conditional.     If,  as  Hortati  says, 
the  ship  was  intended  to  be  Morton's  unless  Bimie  pro- 
vided cash  for  the  bills  when  at  maturity,  and  if  cash 
was  not  then  provided   for  them,   then,  according  to 
his  case,  the  moiety  would  have  become  absolutely  his, 
OD  the  bills  becoming  due  and  not  being  paid  ;  but  no 
Mich  claim  was  then  made  by  Horton.     Bimie  wanted 
cash  to  take  up  the  bills,  and  he  obtained  cash  upon 
renewed  acceptances  granted  by  Horton  himself.     In 
one  view  of  this  case  it  might  be  considered,  that  Bimie 
having  provided  cash,  though  with  Hortoris  assistance, 
had  performed  the  alleged  condition,  and  so  was  en- 
titled to  a  retransfer  of  a  moiety  of  the  ship,  and  that 
the  bill  of  sale  was  continued,  or  a  retransfer  not  called 
for,  in  order  that  there  might  be  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  renewed  acceptances;  but  there  is  no  evi- 
dence of  any  new  agreement,  and  Bimie  was  from  time 
to  time  charged  with  commission,  with  stamps,  and 
with  the  expense  of  renewals ;  the  insurance  was  con- 
tinued in  his  name,  and  he  made  payments  and  allow- 
ances to  the  families  of  the  sailors.     All  these  acts  are 
consistent  with  his  being  owner,  subject  to  a  mortgage, 
or  security,  but  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  notion  of 
Horton  having  become  the  owner  by  breach  of  condi- 
tion ;  and  having  regard  to  them,  and  the  other  evidence 
in  the  cause,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  was  intended  and 
Vol.  V.  C  understood 
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1842.  onderstood  to  be,  not  a  sale  absolute  or  conditional, 
otherwise  than  as  a  sale  for  the  purpose  of  mortgage  or 
security  is  to  be  considered  as  a  conditional  sale ;  and 
eren  if  the  transaction  were  to  be  considered  as  a  con- 
ditional sale  in  the  sense  that  the  ship  might  be  redeemed 
only  in  a  limited  time  and  by  the  performance  of  a  par- 
ticular condition,  I  incline  to  think,  that  by  the  trana-> 
action  which  subsequently  took  place  between  the 
parties,  the  condition  ought  to  be  considered  as  waived, 
and  that  Bimie  was  entided  to  redeem  on  payment  of 
what  was  due  on  the  bills. 

But  it  was  argued,  that  whatever  might  be  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  the  transaction  must,  under  the  Ship 
Registry  Acts,  be  deemed  to  be  an  absolute  sale  en- 
titling Harton  to  the  property  as  purchaser,  notwith- 
standing any  contract  of  his  to  permit  Bimie  to  redeem, 
and  that  this  Court  ought  not  to  interfere  in  such  a  case 
as  this,  nor  indeed  in  any  case,  however  fraudulent. 

The  statute  of  the  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  55.  ss.  35. 42, 43.  pro- 
vides, that  the  bill  of  sale  of  a  ship  or  any  share  thereof^ 
after  the  particulars  have  been  entered  in  the  Book  of 
R^istry,  shall  be  valid  and  effectual  to  pass  the  property 
thereby  intended  to  be  transferred,  against  every  person 
and  to  all  intrats  and  purposes,  except  subsequent  pur^ 
chasers  and  mortgagees,  who  shall  first  procure  an 
indorsement  to  be  made  on  the  certificate,  as  in  the  act 
mentioned;  and  further  provides,  that  in  the  case  of 
mortgages,  the  collector  and  comptroller  of  the  port 
where  the  ship  is  registered,  shall,  in  the  entry  in  the 
Book  of  R^stry,  and  also  on  the  certificate  of  r^istry, 
express  that  the  transfer  was  made  only  as  security  or 
by  way  of  mortgage;  and  that  in  such  cases,  and 
except  for  certain  purposes,  the  mortgagor  and  not  the 
mortgagee  shall  be  <leemed  to  be  the  owner  of  the  ship, 

and 
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and  that  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee  are  not  to  be        1842. 
affected  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  mortgagor,  notwith-     ^^^"'^^''^^ 
staoding  his  reputed  ownership. 


V, 
HORTON. 


When  the  transfer  is  not  expressed  to  be  by  way  of 
D^f^g^V®  And  security,  the  protection,  which  the  act 
ioteDded  to  afford  to  the  mortgagee  against  the  creditors 
of  a  bankrupt  shipowner,   is  not  obtained,  and   the 
▼endee,  appearing  on  the  registry  to  be  owner,  may  be 
tnbject  to  all  the  liabilities  which  belong  to  him  in  that 
character;  but  it  may,  I  think,  well  be  doubted,  whe- 
ther, under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  there  can  be  any 
^Hd  mortgage,  in  any  case,  in  which  the  parties  do  not 
secure  to  themselves  the  protection  which  the  statute 
gives  by  the  mode  of  proceeding  which  is  therein  di- 
rected.   I  do  not,  however,  think  that  the  circumstances 
of  this  case  make  it  necessary  for  me  to  express  any 
opinion  on  the  subject. 

As  I  have  already  stated,  the  only  question  which  is 
to  be  decided  with  a  view  to  the  relief  prayed,  is,  whe- 
ther Mr.  Horton  has  any  interest  in  the  cargo. 

The  bill  of  sale  purported  to  grant  the  moiety  of  the 
ship  masts,  sails,  tackle,  apparel,  boats,  oars,  and  ap- 
purtenances. 

It  is  admitted,  that  independently  of  special  contract, 
the  sale  or  mortgage  of  a  ship  will  carry  freight  accruing 
due  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  or  after  possession  is  taken 
by  a  mortgagee.  And  upon  the  hypothesis  of  sale  it  b 
Argaed,  that  by  the  word  *^  appurtenances,"  all  stores 
would  pass,  and  that  the  ship  and  stores  having  be- 
come the  property  of  Horton^  he  became  entitled  to 
^e  subsequently  acquired  cargo.  It  is  said,  that  in 
the  voyages  or  adventures  of  whale  ships,  the  cargo 
C  2  constitutes 
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1 842.  constitutes  the  whole  earnings  of  the  ship ;  that  such 

^^^V"^^  earnings  are  incident  to  the  ship  as  much  as  freight,  and 

V.  that  no  distinction  can  be  made  between  subsequently 

HoRTON.  acquired  cargo  and  subsequently  earned  freight. 

The  case  upon  the  ship  Dundee^  upon  which  we  have 
judgments  by  Lord  Stawell{a)  and  by  Lord  Tenter- 
den  (i),  has  only  gone  to  the  extent  of  establishing, 
that  under  the  act  53  G.  3.  c.  159.,  in  the  expression, 
*^  the  ship  and  her  appurtenances,"  the  word  ^*  appur- 
tenances" must  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  thing 
belonging  to  the  owners,  which  is  on  board  a  ship,  for 
the  accomplishment  of  the  object  of  the  voyage  and 
adventure  on  which  she  is  engaged.  But  the  cargo  is 
itself  the  object  and  purpose  of  the  adventure,  not  some- 
thing provided  as  a  means  for  the  attainment  of  the 
object.  I  cannot  construe  the  cargo  as  something  ap- 
purtenant to  the  ship,  although  it  is  that  which  the  ship 
carries,  and  for  the  attainment  of  which  the  ship  and  its 
appurtenances  were  provided.  And  I  cannot  consider 
cargo  of  this  kind  as  freight  incident  to  the  employment 
of  the  ship,  and  as  necessarily  passing  by  the  transfer 
on  sale. 

Freight  is  the  reward  which  the  law  gives  for  carrying 
goods.  It  arises  upon  a  contract  for  the  conveyance  of 
merchandize,  which  is  said  to  be  in  its  nature  an  entire 
contract,  so  that,  as  a  general  rule  subject  to  some  ex- 
ceptions and  to  special  agreements,  until  the  contract  is 
completed  by  the  delivery  of  the  goods  at  the  place  of 
destination,  nothing  can  be  demanded  for  the  freight. 
When  a  ship  at  sea  is  sold,  the  seller  is  subject  to  an 
obligation,  as  well  as  entitled  to  a  profit,  in  respect  of 
the  freight  accruing  due.     And  the  duty  and  the  profit 

may 
(a)  I  Hogg,  109.  1S6.  {b)  5  B.^C.  16S 
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may  well  be  held  to  pass  together  with  the  ship,  by  1 S42. 

means  of  which  the  duty  is  to  be  performed,  and  the  ^^^"^'^'^ 

profit  to  be  acquired.     Nevertheless,  the  title  to  the  «. 

freight  and  the  title  to  the  ship  are  often  separate,  and  Hortow. 
the  argument  founded  on  analogy  to  the  case  of  freight 
does  not  rest  on  a  sure  foundation. 

The  cargo  of  a  whale  ship  is  an  acquisition,  from  time 
to  time,  made  by  the  employment  of  the  ship  and  of  the 
crew ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  a  contract 
for  the  conveyance  of  merchandize ;  the  employment  of 
the  ship  is  not  governed  by  a  contract  with  other  per- 
sons, but  subject  to  the  directions  of  the  owners,  who 
maybe  under  no  obligations  to  complete  the  voyage, 
or  to  continue  the  employment  of  the  ship,  any  longer 
than  suits  their  own  convenience  or  interests.  Suppose 
ing  that,  at  the  time  of  sale,  the  ship  is  engaged  on  her 
adventure,  such,  if  any,  part  of  the  cargo  as  is  then 
acquired  is  already  the  property  of  the  owners,  and  if 
intended  to  be  sold,  ought  to  be  expressly  named  or 
described  in  the  transfer ;  and  as  to  such  parts  of  the 
cargo  as  may  be  afterwards  acquired,  it  is  acquired 
under  the  directions,  and  by  means  of  liabilities  of  the 
owners,  which,  as  it  appears  to  me,  do  not  necessarily 
enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  purchaser,  without  an  express 
stipulation  for  the  purpose.  Between  the  inconveni- 
ences of  determining,  in  the  absence  of  express  contract, 
what  may  be  due  to  the  purchaser  for  the  employment 
of  the  ship,  in  acquiring  a  cargo  for  the  seller  after  the 
^le,  and  the  inconvenience  of  giving  to  the  purchaser, 
under  the  description  of  the  ship,  the  uncertain  cargo 
acquired  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  which  may  after* 
wards  be  acquired,  I  incline  to  think  that  the  first  is  the 
least;  but,  independently  of  that,  it  does  not  appear  to 
me  that  the  cargo  of  a  ship,  or  that  which  it  carries,  can 
C  3  be 
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be  considered  as  part  of,  or  as  an  incident  to  the  ship 
itself. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  it  does  not  pass  by  an 
assignment  of  the  ship  and  its  appurtenances  without 
any  specification  or  allusion  to  the  cargo.  And  that  the 
Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  account  which  they  ask  of 
the  moiety  of  the  cargo. 


Mr.  Tumn*  asked  that  an  allowance  might  be  made 
to  the  Defendant  for  tthe  use  of  the  ship  during  the 
whaling  expedition. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  That  claim  would  de- 
pend on  the  transaction  being  a  sale.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  was  a  mortgage.  If  it  becomes  necessary,  I 
must  so  decide  it. 


Feb,  sfi. 

March  3. 


COOKSON  V.  REAY. 


npHE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  a  sura  of 
"*•    money  ought,  in  equity,  to  be  considered  as  real  or 


The  testator  John  Cookson  the  elder  by  his  will  dated 
in  1774,  after  giving  to  his  eldest  son  and  his  heirs  a 

real 


A  sum  of 
money  di- 
rected to  be 

invested  by  an  personal  estate  :  in  other  words,  whether  it  belonged  to 
executrix  *•  m      ,      ,    .  -  n  ^  ^ 

land  or  some  the  heir  or  personal  representatives  oi  Isaac  Cookson, 
other  securi- 
ties," for  the 
benefit  of  one 
for  life,  with 
remainder  to 
his  children, 
**  but  in  . 

failure  of  these,  to  A.  and  his  heirs  for  ever,"  and  which  had  not  been  invested  In 
land,  held  to  have  been  originally  impressed  with  the  character  of  real  estate;  but 
by  the  subsequent  dealing  therewith  by  the  parties  beneficially  interested^  to  have 
acquired  the  quality  of  personalty. 
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Ri]  estate,  gave  his  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  to        184<2. 
bis  wife ;  and  be  appointed  her  sole  executrix  <^  with 
the  toition  and  education  of  all  and  every  such  younger 
diildreo,  and  to  provide  for  them  with  regard  to  their 
fortunes  as  they  might  deserve  and  merit/' 

He  executed  another  testamentary  paper  which  was 
asfollows:—*' Instructions  or  advice  to  my  wife  with  re* 
gard  to  my  younger  children.  As  to  my  son  John^  who 
intends  for  the  law,  I  would  have  250/1  per  annum  paid 
him  until  a  sum  of  10,000/.  can  be  invested  in  land  or 
fome  other  securities^  which  is  to  be  invested  in  trustees 
for  his  use,  as  to  the  interest  of  such  money  or  produce 
of  such  lands  for  his  natural  life,  and  if  he  marries  with 
yoor  consent  and  approbation  first  obtained  in  writing, 
and  not  otherwise,  that  he  make  such  settlement  on  such 
wife  as  he  may  marry  as  you  judge  proper,  and  that  the 
remainder  shall  go  to  such  child  or  children  he  may 
have  lawfully  begotten ;  but  in  failure  of  these,  to  my 
eldest  son  Isaac  and  his  heirs  for  ever.  As  to  my  son 
Thomasj  I  propose  that  he  should  have  the  same  sum, 
bnt  with  the  same  limitations  as  my  son  John.  As  to 
Josepkf  I  would  have  him  brought  up  to  business,  and  to 
give  the  amount  in  some  business  I  am  concerned,  in 
the  like  manner,  to  prevent  its  being  spent,  to  fix  the 
like  10,000/.  in  the  same  manner  above  mentioned,'*  &c. 

In  1784  the  testator's  son  John  married  with  the  con« 
sent  of  the  widow  ;  and  by  the  settlement  made  on  his 
inarriage,  dated  in  February  1784,  to  which  the  widow 
was  a  party,  after  reciting  his  father's  will,  John  Cook* 
^on  the  younger  covenanted  that  he  would  procure  the 
10,000/.  to  be  raised  out  of  the  assets  of  his  father, 
and  paid  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  on  trust  that 
they  should,  with  the  approbation  of  himself  and  wife 
or  the  survivor  of  them,  testified  in  writing,  rshen 
C  4  and 
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lS4f2,  and  so  soon  as  a  convenient  purchase  could  be  founds 
lay  out  the  10,000^  in  the  purchase  of  lands^  to  be  con- 
veyed to  the  trustees^  to  the  use  of  John  Cookson  for  life^ 
with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
mainders, with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  intended  wife 
for  life  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  after  her  decease,  "  to  the 
use  of  such  child  or  children  as  the  said  John  Cook' 
son  the  younger  might  have  lawfully  begotten,  for  such 
estate  and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  testamentary  paper 
so  signed  by  the  said  testator  John  Cookson^  in  its  true 
construction,  directed,  with  such  limitation  over  as  in 
the  said  testamentary  paper  was  mentioned/'  The  set- 
tlement contained  a  power  for  the  trustees,  with  the 
approbation  of  John  Cookson  the  younger  and  his  in- 
tended wife,  ^*  in  the  meantime  and  until  the  purchase 
should  be  made,  or  in  case,  by  the  true  construction  of 
the  will  and  testamentary  paper,  the  sum  of  10,000/. 
ought  not  to  be  laid  out  or  invested  in  the  purchase  of 
lands,''  to  invest  the  same  on  public  or  private  securities ; 
and  a  declaration,  that  the  interest  should  belong  to  the 
person  who  would  be  entitled  to  the  rent  of  the  land,  if 
purchased,  by  ^'  virtue  of  the  settlement  and  the  testa- 
mentary paper  so  made  by  the  testator  John  Cookson" 

John  Cookson  paid  the  sum  of  10,000/.  pursuant  to 
the  covenant  contained  in  the  settlement,  and  5000/. 
part  thereof  was  lent  to  him  on  mortgage ;  and  by  the 
mortgage  deed,  dated  in  February  1785,  it  was  recited, 
^^that  no  convenient  purchase  had  yet  been  found 
whereon  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  said  sum  of  10,000/.'' 
The  further  sum  of  ]  000/.  was  afterwards  lent  to  him 
on  the  same  security. 

In  1792  new  trustees  were  appointed,  and  the  trust 
funds  were  transferred  to  them.  By  the  deed  of  ap- 
pointment  the  mortgage  for  6000/.  was  recited,  and 

« that 
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*<that  the  sum  of  4000/.9  the  residue  of  the  sum  of 
20,000/.  so  paid  by  Jckn  Cookson^  to  the  trustees  had 
been,  by  them,  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  5325/.  195.  Sd» 
4per  c«it.  annuities  until  a  proper  purchase  of  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  could  be  found, 
whereon  to  invest  the  same,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  will 
of  the  said  John  Cookson^  the  testator,  and  of  the  settle- 
ment made  previous  to  the  marriage  of  John  Cooksan 
the  younger."     The  new  trustees  were  to  hold  the  trust 
property  **  to  and  for  the  several  intents  and  purposes, 
and  subject  to  the  several  provisoes  and  agreements 
mentioned,  expressed,  and  declared  of  and  concerning 
the  suro  of  10,000/.  in  the  recited  indenture  of  settle* 
meotof  the  2Sd  day  of  February  1784,  and  to  or  for  no 
other  use,  intent,  or  purpose  whatsoever." 


1842. 


There  was  no  child  of  the  marriage.  John  Cooksoti 
the  younger  died  without  issue  in  the  year  1802,  and 
there  being  no  child,  Isaac  Cookson  and  the  widow  of  John 
were  then  the  only  persons  interested  in  the  property. 


New  trustees  were  afterwards  appointed  by  Isaac 
Codson  and  Hannah  Jane^  the  widow  of  John  Cookson 
the  younger,  by  a  deed  dated  in  Julj/  1804.  The  deed 
recited  the  will  and  codicil  of  John  the  father,  the  settle- 
ment and  the  various  investments  of  parts  of  the  10,000/. 
It  then  recited  as  follows: — "And  whereas  the  said 
John  Cookson  the  younger,  some  time  ago,  departed  this 
life  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  by  reason  whereof  the 
said  Isaac  Cookson,  or  his  representatives  will,  upon  the 
death  of  the  said  Hautiah  Jane  Cookson,  become  en- 
titled to  the  actual  receipt  of  the  said  sum  of  10,000/. 
^ru$t  monies.  And  whereas  the  said  Charles  fVren  '* 
(who  was  a  former  trustee)  ^^  some  time  ago  departed 
this  life,  leaving  the  said  Samuel  Cz^/W/"  (his  co-trustee) 
**  him  surviving.     And  whereas  the  said  Samuel  CasteU 

hath 
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hath  received  payment  of  the  said  two  several  sums  of 
5000L  and  1000/.  secured  on  mortgage  of  the  heredita- 
ments and  premises  hereinbefore  described  and  before 
mentioned  and  recited,  which  he  doth  hereby  acknow- 
ledge and  declare,  and  doth  now  admit  the  same  to  be 
in  his  hands,  testified  by  his  sealing  and  delivering  these 
presents.  And  whereas  the  said  sum  of  5S25L  l9s»Sd^ 
4  per  cent,  annuities  are  now  standing  in  the  books  of 
the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England^ 
in  the  sole  name  of  him  the  said  Samuel  CasUlL  And 
whereas  the  said  Hannah  Jane  Cookson  and  Isaac  Cook'- 
son^  being  the  only  persons  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  these  presents  interested  in  the  said  sum  of  10,000/. 
trust  monies,  have,  with  the  concurrence  and  approbation 
of  the  said  Samuel  Castellj  testified  as  aforesaid,  agreed 
and  determined  to  nominate  and  appoint  two  other  per- 
sons, to  act  in  conjunction  with  the  said  Samuel  Castell 
in  tlie  several  trusts  now  remaining  unexecuted  and 
capable  of  taking  effect,  relative  to  the  said  sum  of 
10,000/.,  which  are  in  and  by  the  said  hereinbefore 
recited  indenture  of  settlement  of  the  2Sd  of  February 
1784  mentioned,  expressed,  and  declared  of  and  con- 
cerning the  same ;  and  they  the  said  Hannah  Jane  Coot^ 
son  and  Isaac  Cookson  have  in  consequence  requested  " 
two  other  persons  ^*  to  accept  the  same  trusts  and  to 
act  therein  in  conjunction  with  the  said  Samuel  Castell^ 
which  they  have  respectively  agreed  todo,"  it  was  witnessed 
that  Isaac  Cookson  and  Hannah  Jane  Cookson  directed 
the  surviving  trustee  to  transfer  the  5S25/.  I9s.  Sd.  into 
bis  name  jointly  with  the  new  trustees ;  and  they  did 
aho  thereby  further  direct  and  appoint  the  said  Samuel 
Castdi,  h\s  executors  or  administrators,  forthwith  and 
as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be,  to  place  out  and 
\mfga  upon  fral  or  gacemment  securities  the  said  sum  of 
6000/*,  »a  Utt'ly  received  by  him,  and  then  in  his  hands, 
En  the  joint  names  of  them  the  said  Samt^  Castdl^ 

Josejfk 
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Joufk  Coohon^  and  Anthony  Surtees;  and  it  was  then        184-2. 

declared  and  agreed  between  the  parties  thereto,  that 

the  stock  and  the  60002.,  when  so  placed  out,  and  all 

fflterest,  dividends,  and  proceeds  thereof,  respectively^ 

in  the  meantime,  should  be  upon  such  and  the  same 

trasts  and  to  and  for  such  and  the  same  intents  and 

purposes,  and  under  and  subject  to  such  and  the  same 

provisoes,  conditions,  covenants,   and   agreements,   as 

were  mentioned,  expressed,  and  declared  of  and  con* ' 

eemiDg  the  said  sum  of  10,000/.  in  the  indenture  of 

settlement  and  for  no  other  intent  or  purpose  what- 

soefer ;  and  then  there  was  a  provision  that  the  trustees 

ahoold  only  be  charged  with  such  monies  as  they  should 

lespectively  actually  receive,  and  they  were  not  to  be 

accountable  .for  the  insufficiency  or  deficiency  of  any 

ucwities. 

The  stock  was  aflerwards  fraudulently  sold  out  by  a 
tnistee,  but  it  was  got  back  and  paid  into  Court.  On 
the  application  of  the  widow,  an  order  was  made  for 
payment  to  her  of  the  dividend,  with  liberty  to  apply  on 
her  death. 

Both  the  widow  and  Isaac  Cookson  being  dead,  the 
question  was,  whether  the  fund,  which  had  never  been 
invested  in  land  and  now  consisted  of  8500/.  Ss.  8^. 
Sper  cents,  belonged  to  the  heir-at«-law  or  personal 
representatives  of  Isaac  Cookson, 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  James  Mitchell  for  the  per« 
sonal  representatives  of  Isaac  Cookson  contended,  first, 
that  the  testator's  will  contained  no  imperative  trust  to 
lay  out  the  money  in  land,  that  the  direction  was  to 
*'  invest  in  land  or  some  other  securities^**  and  meant  an 
inTestment  in  landed  or  other  securities,  or  that  the 
money  was  to  be  laid  out  on  mortgage  of  land  or  other 

security, 
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1842.  security,  for  an  absolute  purchase  could  not  be  con- 
sidered a  *^  security."  That  the  subsequent  gifts  showed 
that  the  parties  were  to  take  in  the  character  of  per- 
sonalty. Thomas  was  to  have  the  same  ^^  sum**  with 
the  same  limitations  as  Jokn^  Joseph  was  to  have  10,00021 
to  be  fixed  *Mn  the  manner  above  mentioned;"  and 
the  amount  was  to  be  given  in  some  business.  How, 
then,  they  asked,  could  Joseph  have  the  sum  in  the 
business,  if  it  was  to  be  ^^ fixed**  in  the  manner  above 
mentioned,  that  is  (as  contended  by  the  other  side),  if 
it  was  to  be  invested  in  land. 

Secondly,  they  argued  that  even  if  the  property  were 
to  be  considered  as  real  estate,  still  by  the  subsequent 
dealing  therewith  by  the  parties  interested  they  had 
shown  an  intention  of  taking  it  as  personalty. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  Mr.  Goodeve^  and  Mr.  Greenings  cow- 
trdf  for  the  heir-at-law  of  Isaac  Cookson.  First,  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  testator  that  this  sum  should  be  in- 
vested in  land;  the  investment  ^Mn  other  securities'' 
was  intended  as  a  temporary  arrangement  until  a  pru- 
dent investment  in  land  could  be  found.  The  limita- 
tion over  to  Isaac  **  and  his  heirs  for  ever,"  shows  that 
the  testator  considered  he  was  dealing  with  real  estate ; 
and  how  could  the  words  ^^  produce  of  such  lands"  have 
been  used  but  in  reference  to  the  purchase  of  a  real  estate? 

Suppose  the  words  implied  an  option,  still  the  autho- 
rities show  that  the  trustees  cannot  alter  the  quality  of 
realty  attached  by  the  general  intention  of  the  testator 
to  the  money.  Thus  in  Johnson  v.  Arnold  (a)  the  trust 
was  to  lay  out  in  land  ^'  if  G.  /.  should  be  willing  and 
desirous  to  have  it  laid  out  in  lands."     In  Earlom  v. 

Saunders 
(a)  1  Vet.  sen.  169. 
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Saunders  (a)  the  direction  was  to  trustees  to  lay  out  400/.  ^  1842. 
**  in  a  purchase  of  lands  or  any  other  security  or  securi- 
ties as  they  should  think  proper  and  convenient;'*  and 
in  Qmiei^  v.  Hartstonge{b)  the  trust  was  to  lay  out  a  sum 
of  money  '^  either  in  the  purchase  of  lands  of  inherit- 
ance, or  at  interest  as  the  trustees  should  think  most  fit 
and  proper.''  In  all  these  cases  the  fund  was  in  equity 
considered  as  impressed  with  the  quality  of  real  estate* 

Thirdly,  the  subsequent  mode  of  dealing  with  the 
property  was  such  as  to  retain  to  it  the  very  quality  with 
which  it  was  impressed  by  the  will  of  the  testator. 

Wheldale  v.  Partridge  {c)  was  also  cited,  (rf) 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  a  sum  of  8500/. 
^  Sd,  S  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities  belongs  to  the  heir- 
at-law,  or  to  the  executor  of  Isaac  Cookson  deceased. 

The  stock  in  question  represents  part  of  a  sum  of 
10,000/.,  which  John  Cookson  the  father,  by  his  codicil, 
dated  in  March  1774*,  directed  to  be  applied  for  the 
benefit  of  his  son  John  and  his  children,  with  a  limita- 
tion over  to  the  testator's  son  Isaac  and  his  heirs. 

It  is  contended  by  the  heir  of  Isaacj  that  by  the  terms 
in  which  the  codicil  is  expressed,  the  character  of  real 
estate  was  given  to  the  10,000/.,  and  that  no  act  was 
ever  done  to  alter  that  character ;  and  the  heir,  there- 
fore, claims  under  the  limitation  over. 

For 

(a)  Ambl.  240.  (rf)  See  Daviet  ▼.  Goodhew, 

(6)  1  Dow.  361.  0  Simons,  585. 

(c)  5  Ves.  588.,  and  S  K«.227. 
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For  the  executor  it  is  contended,  that  it  is  consistent 
with  the  codicil  to  consider  the  10,000/.  as  personal  es* 
tate ;  but  that  if  the  character  of  real  estate  was  thereby 
impressed  upon  it,  an  intention  to  alter  that  character  it 
shewn  by  an  act  of  Isaac ;  that  at  the  time  of  haadt 
death  it  was  part  of  his  personal  estate,  and  that  there- 
fore it  now  belongs  to  his  personal  representatiye. 

The  testator  John  Cookson  having,  by  his  will,  given 
to  his  wife  his  residuary  estate  with  tlie  tuition  of  his 
younger  children,  and  to  provide  for  them,  by  a  codicil 
or  testamentary  paper  which  he  entitled,  **  Instructions 
or  advice  to  my  Wife,"  he  directed,  &c. 

Upon  the  authorities  of  Eariom  v.  Saunders  (a),  and  Cam^ 
Uy  V.  HaHsiongc  (6)  I  incline  to  think  that  the  testator 
ought  to  be  deemed  to  have  intended  that  the  money 
should  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  and  that  the 
direction  to  invest  on  some  other  securities,  should  be 
considered  to  have  reference  to  the  time  which  might 
elapse  before  a  purchase  of  land  could  be  procured. 
The  testator  has  not  so  expressed  himself^  as  clearly  to 
shew  the  nature  of  the  investment  he  intended,  or  what 
interests  the  children  of  John  were  to  take,  or  in  what 
way  the  limitatioQ  for  their  benefit  was  to  be  effiscted ; 
and  I  think  that  the  diflSculty  which  arose  in  that  respect 
had  a  reasonable  foundation ;  but  it  seems  to  me  more 
probable,  that  whatever  benefit  the  children  were  to 
take  was  to  be  in  the  form  of  an  interest  in  real  estate. 

That  the  testator's  widow  and  her  son  Jokm  had  coo- 
siderabie  doubt  on  the  subject  is  evident,  for  on  the 
marriage  of  JUbi,  a  settlefnent,  to  which  the  widow  was 

a  party. 
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a  party,  was  made  on  the  23d  of  Febntaty  1784;  and        1842. 
thereby  John  covenanted,  &c. 

The  marriage  was  duly  solemnized.  No  land  was 
erer  purchased  pursuant  to  the  covenant  in  the  settle- 
meDt,  and  the  securities  on  which  the  money  was  in- 
vested, were,  from  time  to  time,  changed; — but  nothing 
appears  to  have  been  done,  during  the  life  of  John^  to 
alter  the  character,  whatever  it  was,  which  was  im- 
pressed on  the  money  by  the  codicil,  and  by  the  set^ 
dement. 

John  Cookson  died  without  issue  in  the  year  1802, 
and  there  being  no  child,  there  was  an  end  of  all  ques- 
tioos  respecting  the  interest  which  the  children  were 
to  take,   or   the  limitations  which  were   to   be  made 

to  them. 

Mrs.  Cookson,  the  widow,  and  Isaac  Cookson  were 
now  the  only  persons  interested  in  the  property,  whe- 
ther to  be  considered  as  land  or  money.  They  had, 
together,  power  to  do  with  it  what  they  pleased.  An 
investment  in  land  might  have  been  made  by  the  trus- 
tees, with  the  approbation  of  Mrs.  Cookson^  as  the  sur- 
vivor of  herself  and  her  husband ;  and  even  if  it  is 
considered  independently  of  any  act  done  by  Isaac,  the 
niODey  ought,  for  the  benefit  of  his  heir,  to  be  con- 
sidered as  land,  after  the  death  of  John ;  yet,  as  the 
property  was  his,  he  had  a  right  to  dispose  of  it,  or 
treat  it  as  money,  and  any  act  of  his  shewing  an  inten- 
tion to  alter  its  character,  or  to  treat  it  as  money,  would 
he  considered  sufficient  to  remove  the  character  of  real 
estate  which  had  previously  been  impressed  upon  it. 

In  Juli/  1804,  there  was  only  one  trustee  •of  the 
10,000/.  or  of  the  securities  on  which  it  was  invested  ; 

and 
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1842.  and  Isaac  Cookson  and  the  widow  of  John,  who  were  the 
sole  owners  of  the  property,  thought  fit  to  appoint  a 
new  trustee.  The  occasion  required  consideration  how 
the  property  was  to  be  dealt  with,  and  the  question  is, 
whether  it  is  to  be  collected  from  the  deed  appointing 
new  trustees,  that  Isaac  Cookson  intended  to  treat  the 
10,000/L  as  money  to  be  invested  in  land,  and  bearing 
the  character  of  land,  or  as  money  which  was  to  re- 
main on  security,  and  to  be  received  by  him  as  money, 
after  the  death  of  the  widow  oiJohru 

(His  Lordship  stated  the  recitals.) 

Now  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  these  recitals,  it  is 
particularly  noticed,  that  Isaac  Cookson  is  to  become 
entitled  to  the  actual  receipt  of  the  10,000/.  trust 
monies,  upon  the  death  of  Hannah  Jane  Cookson ; 
there  is  notice  taken  here,  that  the  two  sums  of  5000/. 
and  1000/.  in  money  were  in  the  hands  of  the  surviving 
trustee;  and  here  is  an  intention  expressed  that  the 
10,000/.  trust  monies  were  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the 
new  trustees,  who  were  to  act  in  conjunction  with  the 
survivor  of  the  several  trustees  of  the  trusts  then  re- 
maining unexecuted  and  capable  of  taking  effect. 

Those  trusts  were  for  the  sole  use  of  Mrs.  Cook-- 
son  for  her  life  (as  previously  noticed),  with  the  actual 
right  to  receive  the  money  vested  in  Isaac  when  she 
died. 

How  is  it  then  that  they  have  disposed  of  this  by 
the  settlement?  *^  This  indenture  witnesseth,  that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  surviving  trustee  to  transfer  into 
the  names  of  all  the  trustees."  What  were  they  to  do 
with  if?    "  Tliey  further   order,  direct,   and   appoint 

Samuel 
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Samud  CasieU,  his  executors  or  administrators  forth-  1842. 
with,  and  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be,  to  sell  out 
and  invest  upon  real  and  government  securities  the  sum 
of  6000/.  so  lately  received  by  him,  and  now  in  his  hands, 
in  the  joint  names  of  Samuel  Castell,  Joseph  Cookson^ 
and  Anthony  SurteesJ*  There  were  6000/.  in  the  hands 
of  the  surviving  trustee,  and  that  was  to  be  laid  out  forth- 
with, and  invested  upon  real  or  government  securities ; 
there  being,  in  the  express  words  here  mentioned,  no 
reference  whatever  to  an  investment  in  the  purchase  of 
land;  and  then  it  was  *^  declared  and  agreed  between  the 
parties  to  these  presents,  that  the  stock  and  the  6000/. 
when  so  placed  out,  and  all  interest,  dividends,  and 
proceeds  thereof  respectively,  in  the  meantime,  should 
be  upon  such  and  the  same  trusts,  and  to  and  for  such 
and  the  same  intents  and  purposes,  and  under  and 
subject  to  such  and  the  same  provisoes,  conditions, 
covenants,  and  agreements,  as  are  mentioned,  ex- 
pressed, and  declared  of  and  concerning  the  same  sum 
of  10,000/.  in  the  indenture  of  settlement;  and  for  no 
other  intent  or  purpose  whatsoever."  And  then  there 
was  a  provision  that  the  trustees  should  only  be  charged 
with  such  monies  as  they  should  respectively  actually 
receive ;  and  they  were  not  to  be  accountable  for  the 
insufficiency  or  deficiency  of  any  securities. 

Now  to  say  that  this  is  perfectly  clear,  when  there  is 
such  a  reference  to  those  trusts  (amongst  which  is  the 
trust  for  laying  out  in  the  purchase  of  land),  would, 
I  think,  be  expressing  an  opinion  which  could  hardly 
be  formed  upon  this'  instrument ;  but  seeing  that  all 
the  words,  directly  used,  tend  solely  to  the  actual 
receipt  of  the  money,  and  the  investment  of  the  money 
upon  real  or  personal  security ;  and  that  the  only  per- 
sons who  had  any  interest  in  the  settlement,  were 
then  dealing  with  the  money,  I  do  not  think  that  tlie 

Vol.  V.  D  words 
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1842. 


words  which  have  general  reference  to  the  trusts  of  the 
settlement,  are  sufficient  to  outweigh  the  effect  which 
ought  to  be  given  to  the  direct  words;  and  without  say- 
ing that  this  matter  is  perfectly  clear,  it  does  appear  to 
me,  that  even  if  it  were  originally  impressed  with  the  cha- 
racter of  land,  it  ceased  to  be  so  by  the  act  of  Isaac^ 
who,  at  the  time  he  executed  this  deed,  had  a  perfect 
right  to  say  that  he  considered  it  either  as  land  or  as 
money. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  intention  was  to  convert  it 
into  money. 


NoTB. — See  Hereford  v.  RavenhUi^  pott,  p.  51. 


March  1. 


HOPKINSON  V.  ELLIS. 


Charitable  be- 
quest to  the 
hector  and 
corporation  of 
W.     fK.  being 
a  vicarage, 
payment  was 
ordered  to  be 
made  to  the 
Vicar  and  cor- 
poration. 


A  TESTATOR  bequeathed  to  the  Becior  for  the 
-^■^  time  being  of  the  parish  of  New  Windsor^  and  to 
the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of 
New  Windsor^  for  the  time  being,  the  sum  of  1000^  to 
be  held  on  certain  charitable  trusts. 

It  appeared  that  New  Windsor  was  a  vicarage,  and 
that  the  lay  rector  or  impropriator  was  entitled  to  the 
rights,  &c.  of  the  rectory.  The  incumbent  "  for  the  time 
being  "  was  the  Vicar,  who  was  living  on  the  spot.  It 
was  proposed  to  pay  the  legacy  to  the  Vicar  and  the 
corporation  otNew  Windsor. 

Mr.  X.  Parker  and  Mr.  Kindersley,  for  parties  to  the 
suit. 


Mr.  Jemmettf  for  the  Vicar, 


And 
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And  Mr.  Wray^  for  the  Attomey-General,  not  ob- 

jecting. 

HOPKINSON 
V, 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  pajnnent  to  the       Ellis. 
Vicar  and  corporation  of  Nem  Windsor. 


ACEY  V.  SIMPSON.  Mu^s. 

k    TESTATOR  gave  his  widow  a  legacy  of  50t,  A  legacryr  to  a 

-™-  and  an  annuity  of  100/.  for  life;  and  he  declared  ^f  dowil^** 

that  the  said  annuity  should  be  paid  without  any  de-  thirds  at  com- 

duction,   "and  should  be  accepted  and  taken  by  his  ^^toiii\°M 

said  wife   in  lieu  and  full  satisfaction  of  and  for  all  no  priority 

dower  or  thirds  at  common  law  or  by  custom,  which  legacies,  where 

she  mii?ht  otherwise  claim  from  or  upon  all  or  any  of  J^®  testator 
. .         f  ,,  ^  ''         leaves  no  real 

his  real  estates.  estate. 

There  was  a  deficiency  of  assets  to  pay  all  the  lega- 
cies ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  usual  rule  was 
to  prevail,  that  the  widow's  annuity  should  take  in  pri- 
ority of  the  other  legacies,  (a) 

It  appeared  that  there  were  no  real  estates  out  of 
which  the  widow  was  dowable. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Mylne^  for  the  Plaintiff,  in* 
sisted,  that  the  widow  was  not  a  purchaser,  as  there 
were  no  real  estates,  and  that  she  ought  to  come  in 
pari  passu  with  the  other  legatees. 

Mr. 

(a)  Burridge  ▼.  Bradyl,  1  P.  Fletcher,  Ambler,  944.;  Heath  v. 

W.   127. ;    Blower  v.   Morret,  Bendy,  1  Ruu.  543. 
8  Vet,  sen.  420. ;   DavenhUl  v. 

D  2 
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ISiS.  hath  received  payment  of  the  said  two  several  sums  of 
5000^  and  1000/.  secured  on  mortgage  of  the  heredita- 
ments and  premises  hereinbefore  described  and  before 
mentioned  and  recited,  which  he  doth  hereby  acknow- 
ledge and  declare,  and  doth  now  admit  the  same  to  be 
in  his  hands,  testified  by  bis  sealing  and  delivering  these 
presents.  And  whereas  the  said  sum  of  5S25L  l9s.Sd* 
4  per  cent,  annuities  are  now  standing  in  the  books  of 
the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England, 
in  the  sole  name  of  him  the  said  Samuel  CastelL  And 
whereas  the  said  Hannah  Jane  Cookson  and  Isaac  Cook'- 
son,  being  the  only  persons  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  these  presents  interested  in  the  said  sum  of  10,000/. 
trust  monies,  have,  with  the  concurrence  and  approbation 
of  the  said  Samuel  Caslellj  testified  as  aforesaid,  agreed 
and  determined  to  nominate  and  appoint  two  other  per- 
sons, to  act  in  conjunction  with  the  said  Samuel  Castell 
in  the  several  trusts  now  remaining  unexecuted  and 
capable  of  taking  effect,  relative  to  the  said  sum  of 
10,000/.,  which  are  in  and  by  the  said  hereinbefore 
recited  indenture  of  settlement  of  the  23d  of  February 
1784  mentioned,  expressed,  and  declared  of  and  con- 
cerning the  same ;  and  they  the  said  Hannah  Jane  Cook'^ 
son  and  Isaac  Cookson  have  in  consequence  requested '' 
two  other  persons  *^  to  accept  the  same  trusts  and  to 
act  therein  in  conjunction  with  the  said  Samuel  Castell^ 
which  they  have  respectively  agreed  to  do,''  it  was  witnessed 
that  Isaac  Cookson  and  Hannah  Jane  Cookson  directed 
the  surviving  trustee  to  transfer  the  5S25/.  195. 8rf.  into 
his  name  jointly  with  the  new  trustees;  and  they  did 
also  thereby  further  direct  and  appoint  the  said  Samuel 
Castellf  his  executors  or  administrators,  forthwith  and 
as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be,  to  place  out  and 
invest  upon  real  or  government  securities  the  said  sum  of 
6000/.,  so  lately  received  by  him,  and  then  in  his  hands, 
in  the  joint   names  of  them  the  said  Samuel  Castell, 

Joscjfh 
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Joufh  Cooksofij  and  Anthony  Surtees ;  and  it  was  then  1842. 
declared  and  agreed  between  the  parties  thereto,  that 
the  stock  and  the  6000A,  when  so  placed  out,  and  all 
fflterest,  dividends,  and  proceeds  thereof,  respectively, 
in  the  meantime,  should  be  upon  such  and  the  same 
trosts  and  to  and  for  such  and  the  same  intents  and 
purposes,  and  under  and  subject  to  such  and  the  same 
provisoes,  conditions,  covenants,  and  agreements,  as 
were  mentioned,  expressed,  and  declared  of  and  con* 
eeming  the  said  sum  of  10,000/.  in  the  indenture  of 
settlement  and  for  no  other  intent  or  purpose  what- 
soever ;  and  then  there  was  a  provision  that  the  trustees 
should  only  be  charged  with  such  monies  as  they  should 
respectively  actually  receive,  and  they  were  not  to  be 
accountable  .for  the  insufficiency  or  deficiency  of  any 
uatrities. 

The  stock  was  aflerwards  fraudulently  sold  out  by  a 
trustee,  but  it  was  got  back  and  paid  into  Court.  On 
the  application  of  the  widow,  an  order  was  made  for 
payment  to  her  of  the  dividend,  with  liberty  to  apply  on 
her  death. 

Both  the  widow  and  Isaac  Cookson  being  dead,  the 
question  was,  whether  the  fund,  which  had  never  been 
invested  in  land  and  now  consisted  of  8500/.  Ss.  8^. 
8  per  cents,  belonged  to  the  heir-at-law  or  personal 
representatives  of  Isaac  Cookson, 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  James  Mitchell  for  the  per« 
sooal  representatives  of  Isaac  Cookson  contended,  first, 
that  the  testator's  will  contained  no  imperative  trust  to 
lay  out  the  money  in  land,  that  the  direction  was  to 
^'  incest  in  land  or  some  other  seatritiesy^  and  meant  an 
investment  in  landed  or  other  securities,  or  that  the 
money  was  to  be  laid  out  on  mortgage  of  land  or  other 

security, 
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1842.  of  Wallace;  and  the  Plaintiff  being,  on  investigation, 

,^^"^^^^^*'^  satisfied  that  the  information  was  correct,  submitted  to 

Underwood  ,       ,  .  ,       . ,    , 

V.  the  claun,  and  paid  the  amount 


Hatton. 


But  whilst  that  inquiry  was  pending,  the  solicitor  of 
Hatton  and  Craven  called  on  the  Plaintiff  Underwood  to 
make  good  other  claims,  amounting  to  nearly  120/., 
which  they  alleged  to  be  due  from  the  testator  Under- 
wood  to  persons  claiming  under  the  will  of  Wallace ; 
and  the  Plaintiff  having  disputed  these  claims  and  re- 
fused to  satisfy  them,  Hatton  and  Craven  gave  notice  to 
the  occupying  tenant  to  pay  the  rent  to  them,  and  pre- 
vailed on  her  to  do  so ;  and  they  procured  themselves 
to  be  admitted  to  the  copyhold  premises,  with  the  view 
of  enforcing  the  claims  which  they  alleged  to  be  just 
debts;  and  they  insured  the  premises  for  1050/.  A 
half  year's  annuity,  payable  to  Elizabeth  Arrowsmitk^ 
not  having  been  paid,  this  petition  was  presented  by 
Mr.  Underwood  and  Mrs.  Arrawsmithy  praying  for  pay- 
ment of  what  was  due  for  the  annuity  to  Mrs.  Arrawsmithy 
and  payment  of  the  remainder  of  the  rent  to  Mr.  Under-- 
woodi  and  that  the  trustees  might  be  directed  not  to 
interfere  with  the  possession  of  the  house,  or  the  receipt 
of  the  rents  of  the  house. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Hally  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion, said,  that  the  account  of  the  testator's  debts  had 
been  taken  under  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
and  that  no  such  debt  as  that  now  claimed  had  ap- 
peared to  be  due;  that  if  any  such  debt  ever  was  due 
(which  they  did  not  admit),  it  had  long  since  ceased  to 
be  recoverable.  That  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer had  declared  Underwood  to  be  entitled  to  the 
rents  of  the  house,  subject  to  the  annuity  lo  Elizabeth 
Arrowsmithf  which  he  had  duly  and  regularly  j)aid ;  that 
pursuant  to  the  decree  and  the  right  thereby  declared, 
the  receiver  had  been  discharged,  and  Underwood  had 

been 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


89 


been  let  into  possession,  and  that  bis  possession  could 
not  now  be  disturbed  by  the  trustees,  without  violating  his 
rights  as  declared  by  the  decree ;  and  that  if  they  had 
any  just  demand  against  him  in  respect  of  the  estate, 
they  should  have  applied  to  the  Court  for  relief,  and  to 
have  the  receiver  re-appointed. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Geldart^  for  the  Defendants 
HaUon  and  Craven^  alleged,  that  a  debt  was  really  due 
from  the  estate  of  Underwood  the  testator  to  the  estate 
ol  Wallace  i  and  that  it  was  their  duty  and  right,  as 
trustees  of  the  will  of  Underwood^  to  pay  the  debt,  and 
for  that  purpose  to  take  and  hold  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty till  they  had  been  enabled  to  pay  the  debt  and  the 
expenses  of  admittance  and  insurance. 


1842. 


Underwood 

V, 

Hattow. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

As  the  right  of  the  petitioner  Underwood  has  been  de- 
clared by  the  Court,  in  a  suit  between  him  and  the 
trustees  Hatton  and  Craven^  his  possession,  founded  upon 
that  right,  is  not  to  be  disturbed  without  lawful  cause. 

It  must  be  admitted,  that  notwithstanding  the  ac- 
counts which  have  been  taken,  and  the  declaration  which 
has  been  made,  there  may  still  be  subsisting  lawful  and 
just  claims  against  the  estate  of  the  testator  Underwood ; 
and  if  the  persons  entitled  under  the  will  of  Wallace 
have  just  subsisting  claims  against  the  estate  of  Under^ 
^Boodj  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  them  from  prosecuting 
these  claims,  for  although  Hatton  and  Craven,  the  trus- 
tees of  Underwood,  are  protected  (a),  the  petitioner  C7«- 
denoood  the  devisee  is  not.  (b) 

But 

(a)  KnatchbuU  v.  Fearnhead,  4"  -*^^^«  538.;  Gillespie  v.  Akx" 

3  MjfL  4-  Cr.  126.  ander^  3  Rui$,  150. 
{h)  Greigv.  Someroille,  i  Ruts. 

D  4 


1843. 
March  9. 
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IS^S.  But  the  claimsi  if  contested  by  the  petitioner,  must  be 

^^^^^^^^"^     established  airainst  him ;  and  under  the  circumstances 
Undbbwood  ^^ 

V.  which  have  taken  place,  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  enough 

Hatton.  gjj.  ^|j^  trustees  to  say,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  debt  is 
due,  and  you  must  pay  it.  I  think  that  the  petitioner  is 
not  bound  by  the  admission  of  the  trustees  and  executors, 
and  if  he  has  a  just  defence  to  the  claim,  I  think  that 
they  have  no  right  to  use  their  powers,  arising  from  the 
possession  of  the  legal  estate,  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
deprive  him  of  that  defence. 

Although  the  accounts  have  been  taken,  and  the  fund 
was  cleared  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court,  I  will  not 
venture  to  say  that  all  duty  of  the  trustees,  except  for 
the  petitioner,  terminated ;  because  I  conceive  that  cir- 
cumstances might  occur,  in  which,  notwithstanding  all 
that  has  taken  place,  it  might  have  been  proper,  and  the 
duty  of  the  trustees  to  apply  to  the  Court  for  directions 
upon  some  unexpected  contingency ;  but  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  after  the  proceedings  which  took  place,  the  trustees 
had  no  right,  of  their  own  authority,  for  the  purpose  of 
enforcing  claims  which  could  not  be  established  against 
themselves,  and  by  means  which  would  deprive  the  pe- 
titioner of  any  just  defence  which  he  may  have,  to  take 
the  matter  into  their  own  hands,  and  use  the  legal  estate, 
which  ought  to  be  the  protection  of  the  petitioners, 
against  them,  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  an  adverse 
claim. 

I  must,  therefore,  order  the  respondents  to  account 
for  the  rents  which  they  have  received;  order  them 
not  to  interfere  further  with  the  possession,  or  with  the 
receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  house ;  and  order  them  to  pay 
the  costs  of  this  petition. 


M 
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1842. 

BEETHAM  v.  BERRY.  Feb.  lo. 

R.  KEENE  made  an  application,  under  the  8th  To  entitle  a 
General  Order  of  August  1841  (a),  for  leave  to  SforlLye 

enter  an  appearance  for  the  DefendanL  to  enter  an 

appearance 
for  a  Oefend- 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  affidavit  in  *P'»'^  mustte 

^    ,  ,.      .  /  ,         .  ^  shewn,  by  affi^ 

support  of  the  application  must  shew,  that  the  copy  of  davit,  that  the 

the  subpoena  which  had  been  served,  contained  the  ^^^[^^ 
memorandum  required  by  the  14th  Order  of  August  served  con- 
iftii   lh\  tained  the 

*^*^'  \Pf  memorandum 

directed  by 
(a)  Ord.  Can.  165.  (h)  Ord,  Can.  168.  the  14th  Order 

of  August 
1841. 


NoTB.— See  Talham  v.  fVUUanu,  I  Hare,  159. 


WILLIAMS  V.  FLIGHT.  Feb.  is. 


THIS  case  came  before  the  Court  on  general  de«  Where  there 
murrer.  are  alternative 

al  legations  of 
facts,  the 

According  to  the  statements  of  the  bill,  the  Plaintiff  ^^^^6^7 

Mrs.  Williams^  in  18S5,  executed  to  the  Defendant  Mr.  adopt,  as 

afainst  his 
flight  a  bond  for  1000/.,  conditioned  for  indemnifying  opponent, 

him  against  any  sum  which  he  should  pay,  by  reason  whichever  of 

of  tives  he 
pleases. 
A  bill  was  filed  for  relief  in  respect  of  a  lost  bond,  which  was  alleged  to  have 
been  altered  after  its  execution.    Held,  that  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Simpson  v. 
Lord  Howden  did  not  apply,  for  the  bond  being  lost  the  objection  would  not,  at 
law,  appear  on  the  face  of  it. 


Williams 

V. 

Flight. 
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1842.        of  any  guarantee  entered  into  by  him  for  the  firm  of 
Papps  and  Co.,  in  which  her  brothers  were  partners. 

The  Defendant  brought  an  action  on  the  bond  against 
the  Plaintiffs  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Williams.  The  bond  being 
stated  to  be  lost  no  prqfert  was  offered  by  the  declaration. 

The  Plaintiffs  then  filed  this  bill,  alleging,  first,  that 
the  bond  had  been  altered  and  varied  since  its  execu- 
tion ;  secondly,  that  it  had  been  framed  in  a  manner  not 
conformable  to  the  actual  agreement  between  the  par* 
ties,  and,  thirdly,  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  relieved  as  to 
part  of  the  liability,  in  consequence  of  time  having  been 
given  to  the  principal  debtors,  without  the  concur- 
rence of  the  surety ;  the  decision  of  the  Court  did  not, 
however,  rest  on  the  third  objection.  The  charge  in 
the  bill  particularly  relied  on,  in  the  argument  of  the 
demurrer,  was  as  follows :  —  "  That  either  the  said  bond 
or  instrument  hath  been  altered  or  varied  since  the 
execution  thereof  by  the  Plaintiff  Caroline  Williams^  or 
the  execution  thereof  by  the  Plaintiff  Caroline  Williams 
was  obtained  by  fraud,  and  such  bond  is  not  according 
to  the  real  terms  of  the  guarantee  agreed  to  be  given 
by  the  Plaintiff  Caroline  Williams^  and  under  the  circum- 
stances aforesaid,  the  said  bond  of  indemnity  ought 
either  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  or  the  same 
ought  to  be  reformed  so  as  to  be  made  conformable  to 
the  actual  agreement  entered  into  by  Caroline  Williams, 
and  should  stand  as  a  security,  to  the  extent  of  IQOO/. 
only,  for  such  sum  and  sums  of  money,  as,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  Plaintiffs  shall  appear  to  be  justly 
bound  to  pay." 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  bond  might  be  delivered  up 
to  be  cancelled  or  be  reformed  and  limited  in  a  parti- 
cular 
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calar  way,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  proceed-        1S42. 

ings  at  law. 


To  this  bill  the  Defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Wood,  in  support  of  the  de- 

morrer. 

The  allegation  is,  that  the  bond  was  either  altered 
since  its  execution  or  was  obtained  by  fraud.  Now 
where  a  Plaintiff  states  facts  in  the  alternative,  the  De- 
fendant has  a  right  to  adopt  such  of  the  alternatives  as 
he  thinks  fit.  Balk  v.  Margrave  (a),  Vernon  v.  Vernon,  (i) 
The  Defendant  has  therefore  a  right  to  say,  that  the 
bond  has  been  altered.  If  so,  the  Plaintiff  would  have 
a  good  defence  at  law;  Pigot^s  case  {c) ;  and  the  bond  being 
Toid  on  the  face  of  it  the  Plaintiffs  have  no  right  to  come 
into  equity,  Simpson  v.  Lord  Howden  ((/),  except  by  bill 
of  discovery  at  their  own  expense. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  Mr.  Lioyd,  and  Mr.  Bennett,  contra. 

Taking  either  alternative  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
some  relief  in  equity.  Suppose  the  bond  altered,  then 
as  it  is  lost,  the  objection  will  not  appear  on  the  face  of 
it,  and  having  been  fraudulently  dealt  with  the  Court 
has  jurisdiction ;  Simpson  v.  Lord  Howden.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  bond  was  not  prepared  according  to 
the  agreement  there  is  a  clear  equity  to  have  it  reformed ; 
but  quite  independent  of  this  objection,  it  is  distinctly 
all^d  that  time  was  given  to  the  principal  debtors,  and 
in  equity,  the  surety  is  released;  the  bond,  however, 

being 

(a)  3  Beav,  284.  {d)  1  Kcm,  .58.T.,  and  ."^  /Ify/. 

(4)  2  A/y.  <J- Cr.  145.  ^Cr.  97. 

{c)  1 1  Rep.  47. 


Williams 

V. 

Flight. 


Flight. 
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184^.        being  under  seal,  the  Plaintifis  could  not  avail  them- 

T^r*^^^^''^     selves  of  that  defence  in  a  court  of  law ;  for  at  law,  an 
Williams 

V,  instrument  under  seal  can  only  be  discharged  by  force 

of  an  instrument  of  equal  validity,  it  cannot  be  affected 

by  parol.     Davey  v.  Prendergrass.  (a) 

Mr.  G.  Turner^  in  reply. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  demurrer  ought  to  be  over- 
ruled, notwithstanding  the  ingenious  argument  by  which 
it  has  been  attempted  to  be  supported. 

The  Plaintiffs  admit  that  they  were  under  certain 
obligations,  but  they  allege  that  the  bond  was  either 
prepared  in  a  form  different  from  that  agreed  upon,  in 
other  words,  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud,  and  that  on 
this  ground  they  are  entitled  to  relief,  or  if  not,  then, 
that  it  has  been  altered  since  its  execution,  and  on  this 
ground,  that  they  are  entitled  to  relief.  Moreover  they 
say  they  are  discharged  from  their  liability,  because  the 
Defendant  has  delayed  his  remedies  against  the  prin- 
cipal debtors  without  their  concurrence. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Defendant  says,  that  the  alle- 
gation being  that  the  bond  was  either  obtained  by  fraud, 
or  has  been  altered  since  its  execution,  he  has  a  right  to 
take  it  either  way.  I  quite  agree,  that  where  there  are 
such  alternative  allegations,  and  the  Plaintiffs  would  be 
entitled  to  relief  if  one  be  admitted,  but  would  not,  if 
the  other  be  adopted,  then  the  Defendant  has  a  right  to 
take  his  choice  of  the  allegations ;  but  if  the  Plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  relief  either  way,  how  is  it  possible  that 

this 

(a)  5  Bam.  ^  Aid.  187. 
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this  role  will  assist  the  Defendant  on  this  demurrer  ?  I 
am  boand  by  the  decision  in  Simpson  v.  Lord  Hormden 
so  long  as  it  stands  unaltered  by  higher  authority ;  but 
I  think  it  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  for  how  will  this 
hood  appear  void  at  law,  on  the  fiice  of  it,  when  the 
Defendant  admits  it  is  lost  and  cannot  be  produced. 
There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  it  to  shew  the  alteration, 
aDd  it  is  only  by  other  evidence  that  it  can  be  proved. 
Saying  nothing  as  to  the  other  objection,  I  am  of  opin- 
ion that  there  is  equitable  relief  stated  on  the  bill  which 
the  Piainti£&  would  not  obtain  at  law :  I  must  therefore 
oremile  the  demurrer. 


1842. 


EVANS  V.  HARRia 


Feb,  29, 


T^HE  testatrix,  by  her  will,  dated  in  1819,  gave  to 
"-  trustees  the  sums  of  6000/.  3  per  cent  consolidated 
Bank  annuities,  and  BOOOL  4  per  cent.  Bank  annuities, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  her  nephew  Solomon 
Harris  during  his  life  or  until  some  child  of  his  should 
attain  his  or  her  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  when  and 
as  such  of  his  children  should  attain  his  or  her  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  to  pay  or  transfer  to  eack  suck  child 
the  sum  of  1000/.  3  per  cent  consolidated  Bank  an- 
nuities, out  of  the  principal  of  the  said  trust  funds,  and 
tbe  dividends  of  the  residue  of  the  said  trust  funds  were 
to  be  paid  to  her  said  nephew  for  his  life.  And  from  and 
after  hb  decease,  in  case  he  should  leave  at  his  decease 
any  child  or  children  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 

to 


A.  B,  bad  issue  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix, 
after  her  deaih  were  also  entitled. 


titled  to 
Heldf  also,  that  the 


A  limited  fund 
was  ^ven  to 
A.  JB,  until 
some  child  of 
his  should 
attain  twenty- 
one,  and  looo/. 
consols  was  to 
be  paid  there- 
out to  each  of 
his  children  as 
they  attained 
twenty-one. 
The  fund  was 
insufficient  to 
provide  for  all 
the  children. 
A  child  at- 
tained twenty- 
one;  Held 
that  he  was, 
notwithstand- 
ing the  defi- 
ciency, en- 
1000/.  consols, 
children  born 
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184*2.  to  set  apart  for  each  such  child  the  sum  of  lOOOZ.  3  per 
cent  consolidated  Bank  annuities,  and  apply  the  divi- 
dends thereof  towards  their  maintenance  during  minority, 
and  to  transfer  the  principal  to  each  such  child,  when 
and  as  he  should  attain  twenty-one  years.  And  in  case 
of  the  death  of  any  such  child  before  he  attained  twenty- 
one,  to  fall  into  the  residue  of  the  said  trust  fund. 

The  testatrix  directed  the  dividends  of  the  trust  fund, 
after  satisfying  the  above  legacies,  to  be  paid  to  the  wife 
of  Solomofi  Harris  for  life,  if  living  at  his  death,  and 
after  their  deaths,  she  directed  the  principal  to  be  divided 
between  all  the  children  of  Solomon  Harris  who  should 
be  then  living. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1820.  At  the  time  of  her 
death,  Solomon  Harris  had  one  child  living;  he  after- 
wards had  ten  other  children,  of  whom  seven  were  now 
living,  the  remaining  four  having  died  in  their  infancy. 
The  PlaintiiFs  were  two  of  his  children  who,  having 
attained  twenty-one,  claimed  by  this  bill  to  be  entitled 
to  receive  the  legacy  of  1000/.  consols  each  out  of  the 
trust  funds,  which  now  consisted  of  5760/.  S  per  cents., 
and  5000/.  Si  per  cents. 

The  trustees  declined  making  the  payment,  on  the 
ground  that  there  would  not  remain  sufficient  to  provide 
1000/.  consols  for  each  of  the  other  children  now  living, 
and  any  other  children  which  Solomon  Harris  might 
have  during  his  life.  There  was  also  a  question, 
whether  the  children  born  after  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tatrix were  entitled. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  Plaintifis. 

Mr.  Tennant,  Mr.  Nichols^  and  Mr.  R.  W.  H.  Smith, 
for  the  Defendants. 

Mr. 
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1842. 


Evans 


Defflis  V.  Goldsckmtdi  (a)^  Butler  v.  Ixya)e{b)   were  v. 

cited.  ^*»^"- 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  there  seems  to  be  a  serious  diflBculty, 
which  the  Court  must  contend  with,  and  get  over  in  the 
best  way  it  can.  I  have  no  doubt  at  all  that  this  tes- 
tatrix fully  intended  that  each  and  every  child  down 
to  the  very  last  should  have  1000/.  upon  attaining 
twenty-one. 

If,  as  in  the  case  cited,  she  had  directed  a  sufficient 
fond  to  be  provided  for  answering  the  gifts  to  the  whole 
ftmily^  then  there  would  have  been  no  difficulty;  the 
difficulty  which  arises  in  this  case  is,  that  she  has  pro- 
vided a  limited  fund  to  answer  an  unlimited  object 

What  I  think  ought  to  be  done  in  this  case  is,  to 
follow  the  first  directions,  which  are  clear  and  distinct, 
and  pass  over  the  difficulty  which  arises  from  the  in- 
ferential intention  which  arises  in  the  case. 

There  is  a  most  distinct  direction  to  pay  the  sum  of 
1000/.  consols  out  of  this  fund  when  each  child  attains 
twenty-one,  and  this  must  be  followed.  I  think  there- 
fore I  ought  to  order  the  payment  of  1000/.  consols  to 
each  of  the  two  children  who  have  attained  twenty-one. 


(a)  19  Ves.  566.^  and  I  Mer.  417. 


(b)  10  Aw.  517. 
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181^2. 


May  23, 


KENT  V.  JACOBS. 


Where  hus- 
band and  wife 
are  Defend- 
ants, and  the 
suit  does  not 
relate  to  se- 
parate estate, 
service  of  a 
copy  of  the 
bill  on  the 
husband  alone, 
under  the  S3d 
General  Order 
ofAugjust 
1841,  IS  good 
service. 


A  HUSBAND  and  wife  were  parties  to  this  suit;  and 
"^^  on  a  motion  for  an  order,  under  the  24th  General 
Order  ofw^^gt^  1841  (a),  a  question  was  mooted,  whether 
service  of  a  copy  of  the  bill  under  the  2Sd  General  Order 
upon  the  husband  alone  was  good  service,  so  as  to  be  a 
sufficient  foundation  for  the  order  under  the  24th  Ge- 
neral Order. 

The  suit  did  not  relate  to  the  separate  estate  of  the 
feme  covert. 

Mr.  Skebbearcj  for  the  motion,  observed  that  the  ser- 
vice of  a  copy  of  the  bill  ought  to  be  similar  to  the  prac- 
tice in  cases  of  a  subpcena ;  and  if  a  subpoena  be  against 
husband  and  wife,  service  on  the  husband  is  good  ser- 
vice on  him  and  his  wife,  {b) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
service  of  one  copy  on  the  husband  alone  was  sufficient. 


(a)  Ord.  Can.  171 


(6)  Pr,  Reg.  402,  405. ;  Hinde, 
85.;  and  1  Daniel* t  Pr.«16. 
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ROBINSON  V.  MILNER.  March  ii. 

TWIS  was  a  bill  filed  by  a  vendor,  for  the  specific  An  applica- 

•*•  perFonnance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  -.n  estate  thTllxinJin  a 

for  1000/.     The  Plaintiff;  havinff  made  the  usual  affi-  V.  C/r  cmuse, 

J    .    I       1  1    .      I  111  r     »  to  discharge 

davit  that  be  was  not  worth  in  the  world  the  sum  of  6L  an  order  to 

after  payment  of  his  just  debts,  his  wearing  apparel  and  '"^^  informd 
the  matters  in  question  in  the  cause  only  excepted,  ob-  tained  of 
lained  at  the  Rolls  an  order  of  course  to  sue  infomd  ^^{il^^ntnW 

pauperis.  be  founded  on 

irregularity; 
if  merits  are 
It  was  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  that  relied  on,  the 

this  order  might  be  discharged  with  costs.  musrhe^^ade 

before  the 
V  C 
The  cause  was  one  attached  to  the  Vice-Chancellor's     'j>^^  Plain- 
Court,  tiff,  in  a  V. 

C.'s  suit,  ob- 
tained as  of 

It  did  not  appear  by  the  bill  who  was  in  possession  ^^[s^n' '  ^ 
of  the  estate,  but  an  affidavit  was  filed  on  behalf  of  the  order  to  sue 
Plaintiff^,  stating  on  information  and  belief  that  the  De-  p/rU  uloi\  the 
fendant  was  in  possession ;  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  "sual  alTulavit 
sworn  positively  on  the  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  that  not  worth  5/., 

the  Plaintiff*  was  and  had  been  since  1836  in  possession  '^®  matters  in 

*^  question  m 

of  the  property.  the  cause  only 

excepted.    A 

motion  to  dis- 

Mr.  P/iiUips,  in  support  of  the  motion,  cited  Spencer  pa"per  on  the 

V.  Bryant  (a),  and  contended  that  the  Plaintiff*  ought  not  he  was  in  pos- 

to  be  allowed  to  sue  in  Jbrmd  pauperis^  he  being  entitled  *  r^^™j°  j^ 

either  question  of 
considerable 
(a)  11  Fes.  49.;  and  see  W>.      v.   Walker,  1  T.  4  CI  (A".  C.)  value,  involves 
Pr.  lUg.320,  321.;  and  Perri^      677.  the  merits, 

and  ought  to 
be  made  to  the  V.  C,  and  not  to  tiie  M.  R. 

Vol.  V.  3 
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lS4i2.        either  to  the  1000/.  purchase-money,  or  to  the  estate  of 
Robinson     ^^*^  value,  and  moreover  he  being  in  possession. 


V, 
MiLNER. 


Mr.  BichneTi  on  behalf  of  the  PlaintiiF,  objected 
that  this  motion  ought  to  have  been  made  before  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  to  whose  Court  the  cause  was  at- 
tached.   9th  General  Order  of  May  1837.  {a) 

Mr.  PhiUipSy  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Plaintiff  has  obtained  this  order,  upon  the  usual 
affidavit  that  he  is  not  worth  5/.  after  payment  of  his 
just  debts,  &c.  the  matters  in  question  in  this  cause  only 
excepted.  It  might  happen  that  this  affidavit  is  per- 
fectly consistent  with  the  Plaintiff's  being  a  very  wealthy 
person,  because  the  matters  in  question  may  be  of  very 
great  value,  and  the  Plaintiff  may  be  in  possession. 
This  may  be  the  ground  for  applying  to  discharge  the 
order  upon  the  merits ;  but  I  cannot  say  that  the  Plain- 
tiff who  has  complied  with  all  that  is  required  of  him 
by  the  practice  of  the  Court,  has  been  guilty  of  any 
irregularity,  or  that  the  order  has  been  irregularly 
obtained ;  in  such  a  case  alone  I  have  authority  to  in- 
terfere in  a  cause  attached  to  the  other  branch  of  the 
Court,  (i) 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  is  not  irregular,  and  if 
it  is  to  be  discharged,  it  must  be  done  by  a  proper  ap- 
plication on  the  merits  in  another  place. 

(a)  Ord.Can.UA,  {h)  See  6th   order  of  1859, 

.  Ord,  Can.  137. 
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*  1842. 

HEREFORD  v.  RAVENHILL.  j^^^^^  ^^ 

npmS  case  again  (a)  came  before  the  Court  for  fiir-  a  testator  di- 

ther  directions  on  the  Master's  report.  rected  his 

'  trustees,  with 

the  consent  of 

Subject  to  the  life  estate  of  his  wife,  the  testator,  fnt^tlJirp^^. 

Hawarth  Crooke^  had  an  absolute  power  of  appointment  *ona'  estate  in 

o?er  estates  at  Holmer,  Dilwynej  and  Lingen.  leasehuid,  or 

copyhold  mes- 
_-       .  .  suages.  tene^ 

By  his  will  he  devised  these  estates  to  his  son  Charles  ments,  or 

for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve,  &c.,  with  JjfJnts'^aid 

remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Charles  in  fee,  settle  them 

with  remainder  to  the  daughters  of  Charles  as  tenants  in  Jl-u'sts  which" 

common  in  fee,  with  similar  limitations  to  his  son  John  ^ere  npplica- 

and  his  sons  and  daughters;  and  in  default  thereof,  the  Held^t'hat  a* 

testator  devised  the  estates  to  certain  persons  in  fee,  conversion 

but  which  subsequent  devises  failed  by  the  death  of  the  estate  was 

devisees  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator;  it  is,  therefore,  '"^f"^^"- 

'  '  'A  testator 

unnecessary  to  state  them.     The  testator  also  gave  his  directed  a  part 
ready  money,  and  money  which  should  be  due  and  estate^o'lwj 
owing  to  him  to  trustees,  in   trust,   as  soon  after  his  converted 
decease  as  a  convenient  purchase  or  purchases  could  and  settled  on 
be  found,  by  and  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  rp^|[ ^°*",  trusts. 
his  wife  if  she  should  be  then  living,  signified  in  writing,  exhausted, 
otherwise  at  their  own  discretion,  to  lay  out  and  dispose         "?  *".^®**" 
of  all  such  residue  and  overplus  of  his  ready  money,  and  been  made. 
money  which  should  be  so  due  and  owing  to  him,  save  ^^^  residuary 
as  aforesaid,  either  together  or  in  parcels,  in  one  or  legatee  was 
more  purchase  or  purchases  of  freehold,  leasehold^  or  fund,  and  took 
copyhold  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  '^  ^"  the  cha- 
in the  county  of  Hereford^  and  thereupon  settle,  convey,  sonalty. 

and 
(a)  1  £eav.  481. 
E  2 
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1842. 
Hereford 

V. 

Rayenhill. 


and  assure  them  *^  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  his  loving 
wife  Mart/  Crooke  for  and  during  her  life,  and  after  her 
decease,  then  to,  for,  and  upon  such  or  the  same  and 
the  like  uses,"  &c.,  subject  to  such  powers,  &c.  as  were 
thereinbefore  expressed,  &c.  of  and  concerning  the  he- 
reditaments thereinbefore  mentioned  to  be  situate  in  the 
parishes  of  HolmeTf  Dilwyne^  and  Lingen;  and  he  thereby 
directed  his  trustees,  "  with  the  approbation  of  his  wjfe, 
whilst  living,  and  in  case  of  her  decease,  at  their  own 
discretion,  in  the  meantime  and  until  such  purchase  or 
purchases  could  be  procured,  to  lend  and  place  out  all 
such  residue  and  overplus  of  his  ready  money,  and 
money  which  should  be  due  and  owing  to  him,  upon 
any  public  or  private  security  at  interest,  or  invest  the 
same,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  purchase  of  stock  in 
any  of  the  public  funds,  subject  to  the  trusts  aforesaid." 
And  he  directed  that  until  the  ready  money,  &c.  should 
be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  hereditaments,  &c.,  the 
interest  thereof  should,  from  time  to  time,  be  paid  to 
and  received  by  such  person  or  persons  as  and  to  whom 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  so  to  be  purchased 
as  aforesaid,  if  purchased  and  settled  would  for  the  time 
being  belong  or  appertain  by  virtue  of  that  his  will. 

And  the  testator  gave  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of 
his  goods,  chattels,  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  ab- 
solutely. 

The  testator  died  in  1788,  leaving  Mary  Crooke^  his 
widow,  John  Crooke  his  heir-at-law,  and  Charles  Crooke 
his  only  other  child,  him  surviving.  John  died  in  1794, 
without  issue;  the  widow  died  in  1802;  and  Charles  died 
in  1838,  without  issue. 


The  testator's  ready  money  had  never  been  laid  out  in 
land  by  the  trustees,  but  had  been  invested  on  mortgage 

and 


Rayenhill. 
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and  government  securities,  and  the  interest  had  been 
paid  to  the  widow  during  her  life,  and  afterwards  to 
Charles  Crooke  down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  and  the  v. 

qaestlon  now  was,  to  whom  the  fund  belonged. 

The  Plainti£P,  the  heir  ex  parte  matemd  of  Charles 
Cwcke  the  heir-at-law  of  the  widow,  claimed  the  fund  as 

realty. 

The  Plainti£Pand  his  five  sisters,  who  were  made  De- 
fendants, were  the  next  of  kin  of  Charles  Crooke  the 
sole  next  of  kin  of  the  widow.  The  Defendants  claimed 
fife  sixths  of  the  fund  as  personalty. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Stintofij  for  the  Plaintiff,  the 
heir,  contended  that  by  the  will  of  the  testator  the 
fund  had,  in  the  consideration  of  equity,  been  converted 
into  realty,  and  belonged  to  the  heir-at-law,  and  not  to 
the  next  of  kin.  That  the  limitations  were  applicable 
to  real  estate  only,  and  that  the  word  *^  leaseholds " 
either  meant  leaseholds  for  lives  or  leaseholds  to  be 
settled  to  the  same  uses  as  the  real  estate.  That  the 
trust  imperatively  required  the  investment  in  land  ;  and 
that  no  subsequent  event  had  occurred  to  change  its 
qnality. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Romilly^  contra^  for  the  next 
of  kin,  argued,  that  no  absolute  conversion  had  been 
intended ;  for  the  trust  was  not  imperative,  the  trustees 
having  the  option  of  investing  in  leaseholds,  or  personalty; 
and  on  that  ground  it  was  held  by  Lord  Loughborough 
in  Walker  v.  Denne  {a)  that  personalty  directed  to  be  so 
invested  was  not  converted  into  realty.     That  if,  how- 
ever, an  absolute  conversion  was  intended,  it  only  ap- 
plied 
(a)  9  Ve»,}\xvk.  170.;  and  see  Fan  v.  Bameit,  19  Ves,  102. 
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1 842.        plied  to  those  persons  taking  under  the  limitations  of  the 
Hbreford     ^^^^  estate,  and  the  purposes  for  which  the  conversion 
V.  was  directed  having  been  satisfied,  the  residuary  legatee 

took  the  fund  in  the  character  of  personalty ;  Cogan  v. 
StepJiens.  (a)  That  it  could  not  be  realty,  for  then  it 
would  belong  to  the  heir  of  the  testator,  and  not  to  the 
heir  of  the  residuary  legatee  of  the  personal  estate. 

They  also  contended  that  if  the  property  were  con- 
sidered as  real  estate,  still  the  subsequent  mode  of 
dealing  with  the  property  by  the  widow,  who  had  re- 
ceived the  dividends  and  adopted  the  investment,  had 
the  effect  of  reconverting  the  property  into  personalty. 

They  referred  to  Cookson  v.  Reay  (b)  and  Earlom  v. 
Saunders,  (c) 

Mr.  Collins  and  Mr.  Bacon^  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Pembetiony  in  reply,  admitted  the  principle  of 
Cogan  V.  Stephens^  but  said  that  the  decision  only 
proved  the  exclusion  of  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator, 
and  did  not  decide  in  what  character  the  residuary 
legatees  took  the  property,  or  profess  to  determine  the 
rights  of  the  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the  re- 
siduary legatees. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  point  which  is  raised  here  is  whether 
there  was  a  trust  for  conversion.  I  am  of  opinion 
there  ivas.  This  case  differs  from  Walker  v.  Denne 
in  this  respect,  that  the  leaseholds  to  be  purchased  were 
there  expressly  directed  to  be  for  "  very  long  terms  of 

years ; " 

(a)  1  Beav,  482.  n.  (c)  Amb,  240. 

{h)  Ante^22, 
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years;"  and  that  circumstance  accounts  for  the  decision.        1842. 
Considering^  however,  the  object  for  which  the  conver- 
sion was  to  be  made  in  this  case,  and  having  regard  to 
all  the  words  which  are  to  be  construed,  I  think  a  con- 
yersion  was  intended. 

There  being  a  trust  for  conversion,  this  carries  us  a 
very  little  way  in  the  decision  of  the  real  question  in 
this  cause ;  because  the  conversion  being  for  certain  pur- 
poses distinctly  stated   in  the  will,  which  have  been 
satisfied,  and  others  which  have  failed,  the  rule  that  the 
conversion  is  only  to  be  to  the  extent  to  which   the 
limitations  can  be  carried  into  effect  then  comes  into 
operation  ;  and  it  has  been  necessarily  admitted,  that  to 
the  extent  to  which  the  limitations  cannot  take  effect, 
the  property  remains  personalty  of  the  testator,  and, 
being  so,  belongs  to  the  residuary  legatee  under  the 
will. 

If  there  had  been  an  actual  investment  in  real  estate, 
the  ultimate  limitation  would  have  been  such  as  to  have 
given  the  residuary  legatee  a  right  to  it,  and  she  might 
have  directed  it  to  be  limited  and  disposed  of  as  she 
thought  fit,  either  to  her  or  her  heirs,  or  in  any  other 
way.  Unfortunately  nothing  was  done;  and  we  have 
therefore  to  consider,  what  are  the  rights  of  the  parties 
independent  of  any  act  done  by  them  to  explain  their 
intention.  Being  personal  estate  in  the  first  instance, 
as  regards  the  residuary  legatee,  and  nothing  having 
been  done  to  alter  its  quality,  I  see  no  reason  to  con- 
clude, that  it  was  to  devolve  in  a  form  different  from 
that  in  which  it  was  left  by  the  testator,  or  that  its  cha- 
racter was  altered.  It  must,  therefore,  be  considered  as 
personalty,  and  consequently  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin, 
and  a  declaration  to  that  effect  must  be  accordingly 
made. 

E  4 
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Fe6.  1 1. 
April  18. 

On  the  mar- 
riage  of  a 
female  infant, 
her  rever- 
sionary in- 
terest in  chases 
in  action  was 
settled  under ' 
the  Court  for 
her  separate 
use  for  life, 
with  re- 
mainder to 
her  children. 
She  after- 
wards con- 
tracted two 
subsequent 
imirriages,  but 
no  further 
settlement  was 
executed  on 
those  occa- 
sions.   Part 
of  the  rever- 
sionary in- 
terests fell 
into  posses- 
sion during 
the  first  co- 
verture, and 
part  during 
the  second, 
and  were 
transferred  to 
the  trustees. 
Held,  first, 
that  although 
the  deed  made 

during  infancy  was  not  binding  in  respect  of  the  reversionary  nterests,  as  against  the 
wife  surviving,  still  she  might,  while  discovert,  adopt  it  if  for  her  benefit.  Secondly, 
that  the  wife  having  survived,  and  not  having  called  for  a  transfer  of  the  fund,  must 
be  deemed  to  have  acquiesced  in  and  adopted  it,  as  it  was  for  her  interest  to  do  so. 
Thirdly,  that  she  must  be  deemed  to  have  married  her  second  husband  on  the  faith 
that  her  property  was  protected  by  the  settlement,  and  that  he  was  bound  by  it. 
Fourthly,  that  the  third  husband,  who  had  notice  of  the  settlement  previous  to  his 
marriage,  and  had  for  some  years  after  acquiesced  in  it,  was  bound  thereby,  and  had 
no  interest  in  ihe  settled  property;  and,  fifthly,  that  the  arrears  of  separate  estate  due 
at  the  time  of  the  third  marriage  also  belonged  to  the  wife  as  her  separate  estate. 


ASHTON  V.  M^DOUGALL. 

^T'HE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  third 
husband  of  a  lady,  who  at  the  time  of  her  first  mar- 
riage was  an  infant,  took  any  interest  in  her  property 
settled  on  that  occasion,  part  of  which  cons'isted  of  a 
reversionary  interest  in  choses  in  action.  The  facts 
which  gave  rise  to  the  question  were  as  follows  :  — 

The  Defendant,  Mrs.  Ashtonj  whose  maiden  name  was 
Susannah  Eliza  Paddon,  was  one  of  the  four  children  of 
Elizabeth  Paddon^  a  daughter  of  the  testator  John  Stacie^ 
who,  by  his  will,  dated  the  Sd  day  of  October  1812,  gave 
to  Trimby  and  Redman^ 

A  freehold  tenement  at  Bath^  on  trust  to  pay  the 
rents  to  Sarah  Russell  for  life,  with  remainder  in  trust 
for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  Susannah  Eliza  Paddon^ 
if  living  at  her  death. 

The  sum  of  5000/.  S  per  cent  consolidated  Bank  an- 
nuities, on  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  Sarah  Russell^ 
for  her  life,  and  after  her  death,  to  transfer  the  capital  to 
his  granddaughter  Susannah  Eliza  Paddon  for  her  sole 
use  and  benefit, 

A  house  in  LamVs  Conduit  Street^  on  trust  to  receive 
the  rents  and  pay  them  to  Susan  Wright  during  her  life, 

if 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  57 

if  the  lease  so  long  lasted;  and  if  she  died  (the  lease        1842. 
continuing),  on  trust  to  sell  the  lease,  and  stand  pos-     ^"TT^^^*^^ 
s€ssed  of  the  money  arising  from  the  sale,  thereof,  on  v. 

trust  to  invest  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  the  children    M'Dodoall. 
of  his  daughter  Elizabeth  Paddon^  of  whom  Susannah 
Eiza  was  one, 

The  sum  of  5000/.  S  per  cent,  annuities,  on  trust  for 
the  separate  use  of  Susan  Wright  for  her  life,  and  after 
her  death  for  Susannah  Eliza  Paddon^ 

A  house  in  St.  John  Street^  and  a  house  in  Haaoland 
MetDSj  after  the  death  of  Susan  Wright^  to  the  children 
of  his  daughter  Elizabeth  Paddon, 

The  residue  of  his  estate,  on  trust  to  pay  the  income 
thereof  to  the  children  of  Mrs.  Paddon,  to  whom  he 
also  gave  2000/.  S  per  cent,  annuities,  and  a  sum  of 
400/.  loQg  annuities. 

He  appointed  the  trustees  executors  of  his  will,  and 
died  on  the  16th  of  March  1815.  Trimby  alone  proved 
the  will.  At  the  testator's  death,  Mrs.  Russellj  Mrs. 
Wn'ghtj  is/Its.  Paddofiy  and  the  four  children  of  Mrs. 
Paddtnif  were  living. 

Soon  after  the  testator's  death,  a  suit  was  instituted, 
by  a  legatee  of  the  name  of  Chdlan,  against  Trimby  the 
executor,  for  payment  of  the  legacy,  and  in  that  suit  the 
usual  accounts  of  Mr.  5/aciVs  estate  were  taken. 

On  the  8th  of  June  1818,  Susannah  Eliza  Paddon^ 
being  then  between  seventeen  and  eighteen  years  of 
age,  married  her  first  husband  James  Harnett.  Soon 
after  the  marriage,  a  bill  was  filed  on  behalf  of  three 
other  children  of  Elizabeth  Paddon,  against  the  trustees 
of  Mr.  Siaci^s  will,  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Harnett,  for  a 
general  administration  of  the  estate,  and  by  an  order, 
made  in  the  two  causes  of  Gullan  v.  Trimby  and  Paddon 

v.  Trimby 
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1842.        V.  Trimby  on  the  8th  of  December  1818,  it  was  referred 
^^^^"^^     to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a  proper  settlement  to  be 

ASHTON 

©.  made  of  the  fortune  of  Mrs.  Harnett. 

M'DouoAix. 

A  settlement,  bearing  date  the  12th  day  o/Ljvly  1819, 
and  made  between  James  Harnett  and  Susannah  Eliza 
his  wife  of  the  one  part,  and  Alexander  M^DougaU  and 
Thomas  Dobson  of  the  other  part,  was  afterwards  ex- 
ecuted, in  pursuance  of  the  Master's  report. 


The  settlement  recited  the  will  of  Stacie^  the  institu- 
tion of  the  legatee's  suit,  the  taking  of  the  accounts ; 
and  that,  upon  taking  the  accounts,  it  appeared  that 
the  general  personal  estate  was  insufficient  to  pay  the 
general  pecuniary  and  stock  legacies  in  full,  and  that 
an  apportionment  had  been  made;  that  the  sum  of 
117/.  Is.  Id.  sterling,  which  was  invested  in  the  purchase 
of  151/.  ISs.iid.  Sper  cent,  annuities,  had  been  appor- 
tioned to  Mrs.  Harnett  in  respect  of  her  share  of  the 
legacy  of  2000/.  S  per  cent  annuities  given  to  the  chil- 
dren of  Mrs.  Paddonj  and  was  carried  to  the  account  of 
Susannah  Eliza  Paddon ;  and  that  by  several  orders 
made  in  the  cause  of  Chilian  v.  Trimby^  the  sum  of 
5000/.  S  per  cent,  annuities  had  been  carried  over  to  the 
account  of  Sarah  Russell  for  her  life,  and  another  sum 
of  5000/.  had  been  carried  over  to  the  account  of 
Susan  Wright  for  her  life,  and  the  sum  of  100/.,  part  of 
400/.  long  annuities,  had  been  carried  over  to  the  ac- 
count of  Susannah  Eliza  Paddon;  and  after  further 
reciting  the  order  of  reference,  and  the  Master's  report, 
it  was  witnessed,  that  Harnett  covenanted  with  the 
trustees,  that  if  his  wife  should  attain  twenty-one  years, 
he  and  his  wife  would,  by  fine  or  otherwise,  convey  the 
house  at  Bath  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  upon  the 
trusts  therein  mentioned;  and  it  was  witnessed,  that 
Harnett  and  wife  sold  and  assigned  the  5000/.  3  per 

cent. 
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cent  annuities  standing  to  the  account  of  Sarah  Russell        1842. 
for  life,  and  Mrs.  Hamett^s  share  of  the  money  to  arise     ^T^^"^^^^ 
from  the  sale  of  the  house  in  Land/s  Conduit  Street^  and  v. 

the  5000t  S  per  cent,  annuities,  standing  to  the  account    M'^^o^"^ 
o! Susan  Wright  for  her  life,  and  the  sum  of  \5\lASsAd. 
3  per  cent  annuities,  and  the  sum  of  100/.  long  an- 
nuities respectively  standing  in  the  name  of  Susannah 
Bixa  Paddon^  and  all  right  and  interest  of  Harnett  and 
wife  and  each  of  them  in  the  premises,  to  hold  to  the 
trostees  on  the  trusts  therein  mentioned.     The  trusts 
were,  to  raise  500/.  for  the  use  of  Harnett^  either  upon 
Mrs.  Hameifs  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or 
otherwise   upon   the   death   of    Mrs.  Russell  or  Mrs. 
Wr^ht.     And  subject  to  that,  during  the  life  of  Mrs. 
Hamettf  to  pay  the  rents  of  the  freehold  house  and  the 
shares  of  the  messuages  thereby  assigned,  and  the  in- 
terest and  dividends  of  the  monies,  stocks,  and  funds,  or 
such  part  thereof  as  should  be,  from  time  to  time. 
Tested  in  possession,  to  such  person  and  for  such  pur- 
poses, as  Susannah  Eliza  Harnett  should,  notwithstanding 
her  present  or  future  coverture,  from  time  to  time,  when 
and  as  the  same  should  become  due,  but  not  by  way  of 
anticipation,  direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment, into  her  own  proper  hands,  for  her  own  sole 
and  separate  benefit,  free  from  the  controul  or  interfer- 
ence of  the  said  James  Harnett^  or  any  future  husband  ; 
and  afler  her  decease,  on  trust,  if  there  should  be  any 
child  or  children  by  Harnett  or  any  future  husband  or 
husbands,  with  whom  she  might  marry  after  the  decease 
of  Harnett  J  for  the  benefit  of  such  children. 

On  the  24th  of  December  1821,  Mrs.  Harnett  attained 
her  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  a  fine  was  levied,  to  the 
uses  of  the  settlement,  of  Mrs.  Hanieffs  reversionary 
interest  in  the  freehold  house  at  Bath^  and  on  the  22d 
day  o(  January  1822,  an  order 'was  obtained,  upon  the 

petition 
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petition  of  James  Harnett^  who  claimed  the  benefit  of 
the  settlement,  for  the  sale  of  so  much  of  the  long  an- 
9.  nuities  then  standing  in  the  name  of  Susannah  Eliza 

irDocGALL.  p^j^f^^  as  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
application,  the  costs  of  the  fine,  and  the  sum  of  500/. 
to  be  paid  to  Harnett  for  his  own  use. 

In  January  1823,  Mrs.  Russell^  the  tenant  for  life  of 
one  of  the  sums  of  5000/.  S  per  cent,  annuities,  died, 
whereby  the  interest  of  Mrs.  Harnett  in  that  sum  be- 
came vested  in  possession ;  and  on  the  29th  day  of 
April  in  the  same  year,  the  trustees  of  the  settlement, 
upon  a  petition,  in  which  they  stated  the  marriage  of 
James  Harnett  with  Susannah  Eliza  Paddon^  and  the 
settlement  which  had  been  made,  obtained  an  order  for 
the  transfer  of  the  5000/.  S  per  cent,  annuities,  which 
then  stood  to  the  account  of  Sarah  Russell  for  her  life, 
to  the  account  of  Susannah  Eliza  Paddon  ;  and  it  was 
ordered,  that  the  dividends,  subject  to  the  costs  of  the 
application,  should  be  paid  to  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment The  stock  was  not  carried  over  under  the  order, 
but  by  virtue  of  a  subsequent  order  of  the  14th  of  No^ 
vember  1828,  made  after  the  marriage  of  ^Irs.  Harnett 
with  a  second  husband,  the  stock  was  carried  to  the  ac- 
count of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement. 

Mr.  Harnett  died  on  the  16th  of  August  1828.  Very 
soon  afterwards  (viz.  on  the  12th  of  October  1828)  Mrs. 
Harnett  married  Charles  Edxard  Birch. 

On  the  15th  of  May  1829,  an  order  was  made  for 
payment  of  the  dividends  on  the  sum  of  54/.  175.8^. 
long  annuities  to  M^Daugall  and  Dobson^  as  trustees  of 
the  setdement,  during  the  life  of  Susannah  Eliza  Har- 
nettj  therein  described  as  then  Susannah  Eliza  Birch^ 
the  wife  of  Charles  E.  Birch.     And  by  a  subsequent 

order. 
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order,  dated  the  19th  oi  December  1829,  and  obtained        1842. 
on  the  petition  of  M^Dougall  and  Dof)SOfi,  it  was  ordered       \^^^'^^ 

A8I1T0N 

that  the  long  annuities  should  be  transferred  from  the  v. 

account  of  Susannah  Eliza  Paddon  to  M^Dougall  and 
Lotnon  the  trustees  of  the  settlement. 


M'DOUGALL. 


On  the  12th  of  June  18S0,  Susan  Wright^  who  was 
entitled  for  her  life  to  one  of  the  sums  of  5000/.  3  per 
cent  annuities,  died  ;  and  on  the  1st  day  of  July  1 8S0,  an 
order  was  made  on  the  petition  of  M^Dougall  and  Dob" 
ion,  entitled  in  a  cause  in  which  Charles  Edward  Birch 
and  Susannah  Eliza  his  wife,  late  Susannah  Eliza  Har" 
uUy  were  stated  to  be  defendants,  for  the  transfer  of  the 
5000/.  S  per  cent,  annuities  from  the  account  of  Susan 
Wright  for  her  life,  to  M^Dougall  and  Dobson^  upon  the 
trusts  of  the  seUlement  of  the  12th  of  July  1819. 

In  the  year  1830,  the  leaseholds,  in  which  TAts.  Birch 
was  interested,  were  sold,  and  in  respect  of  them,  a  sum 
of  142/.  155.  Sd.  3  per  cent,  annuities  had  been  trans- 
ferred into  Court  since  the  institution  of  this  suit. 

On  the  30th  of  March  1831,  Mr.  Birch  died.  At  this 
time  the  real  estate  had  been  subjected  to  the  settlement 
by  the  fine  which  had  been  levied  in  the  lifetime  of  Har^ 
nett  the  first  husband ;  the  two  sums  of  5000/.  3  per  cent, 
annuities  and  the  long  annuities  had  been  transferred 
to,  and  become  vested  in,  the  trustees  of  the  settlement, 
and  were,  if  the  settlement  was  valid,  held  by  them,  on 
trust  for  the  separate  use  of  Mrs.  Birchy  with  remainder 
to  her  children,  of  which  she  had  four  by  her  first 
marriage;  and  the  trustees  were  responsible  for  the 
money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  leaseholds. 

Mr.  Birch  having  died  on  the  SOth  of  March  1831, 
his  widow,   on  the   18th   of  June  following,   married 

the 
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1842.        the  Plamti£P.      No  settlement  was  executed  on   their 
^^^^^^^^     marriaffe.  but  the  Plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  settlement 

ASHTON  ® 

V.  made  in  1819>  and  by  his  conduct  he  acquiesced  therein, 

'    and  after  his  marriage  concurred  in  the  appointment 

of  a  new  trustee  thereunder ;  he  also  joined  his  wife  in 

a  power  of  attorney  to  enable  her  agents  to  receive  the 

dividends  from  the  trustees  of  the  settlement. 

Mrs.  Ashton  had  children  by  her  first  and  third  mar- 
riage. Differences  having  arisen  between  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Ashton  they  separated,  and,  in  June  1838,  Mr.  Ashton 
filed  this  bill,  praying  in  substance,  for  a  declaration 
that  the  Plaintiff,  Robert  Ashton^  was  entitled,  in  right  of 
his  wife  during  the  marriage,  to  the  rents  and  dividends 
of  the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  1819, 
which  the  Plaintiff  insisted  was  not  binding  upon  him ; 
and  the  bill,  charging  that  in  respect  of  the  estate  and 
stocks,  alleged  to  be  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settle- 
ment, there  had  been  several  breaches  of  trusU  prayed 
for  relief  in  respect  thereof  against  the  Defendant,  Alea;- 
ander  Haiderson  M^Dougall^  as  representative  of  the 
deceased  trustee  of  the  settlement. 

It  should  also  be  stated,  that  the  Plaintiff  made  a 
claim  to  certain  dividends  and  interest  on  the  property 
which  had  accrued  between  the  second  and  third  mar- 
riage, and  which  he  alleged  had  not  been  paid  over  by 
the  trustees. 

The  Defendants  insist^  that  the  settlement  of  1819 
was  a  valid  and  subsisting  settlement;  that  by  the  trusts 
thereof,  the  Defendant,  Mrs.  Ashtony  was  entitled  to  the 
income  of  the  property  therein  comprised  for  her  se- 
parate use;  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  interest  therein, 
and  tliat  his  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

ITie 
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The  question  in  reality  was,  whether  the  Plainti£P  Mr.        1842. 
Asitm  took  any  interest  in  the  property  settled  on  the     ^"^^^^^^ 
first  marriage.  v. 

M'DOUOALL. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Hubback^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mrs.  Ashton  was  an  infant  at  the  time  of  the  ex- 
ecodoQ  of  the  settlement  on  her  first  marriage;  the 
deed,  therefore,  was  a  nullity  as  far  as  it  purported  to 
be  the  contract  of  an  infant ;  Durnford  y.  Lane  (a). 
Stamper  y.  Barker,  (b)  At  the  utmost,  it  was  binding 
only  to  the  extent  to  which  the  first  husband  could 
bind  his  wife's  property ;  Simson  y.  Jones,  {c)  As  to 
tbe  wife's  reversionary  interests  in  the  choses  in  action, 
it  is  clear  that  the  husband  had  no  power  of  binding 
tbem  as  against  the  wife  surviving,  as  he  had  not  the 
powor  of  reducing  them  into  possession;  Purdew  v. 
Jadcson  (<Q,  Honner  v.  Morton,  {e)  As  they  did  not 
iall  into  possession  during  the  first  coverture,  the  Plain- 
tiff in  right  of  his  wife  is  entitled  to  the  amount,  subject 
to  his  wife's  equity  to  a  settlement.  As  to  the  arrears, 
they  belong  to  the  wife  absolutely,  and  the  husband  is 
also  entided  thereto  in  her  right. 

It  is  said  that  the  Plaintiff  acquiesced  in  the  settle- 
ment; even  if  he  did  so,  it  was  in  ignorance  of  his  rights, 
and  that  will  not  affect  him ;  Murray  v.  Palmer  (g), 
Grtww  V.  Perkins.  (//) 

The  words  **  sole  use "  in  the  testator's  will,  are  not 
sufficient  to  limit  the  property  to  the  wife's  separate 
use;  Stanton  v.  Hall  (f),  Tyler  v.  Lake,  (k) 

Mr. 

(«)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  106.  (g)  2  Sch.  4*  Lef,  474. 

(b)  S  Mad.  157.  (h)  6  Sim.  576. 

(e)  5tBuu.  4-  M^  365,  (t)  S  Russ,  4*  ilfy.  175. 

(<0  1  i?ii«.  1.  (it)  I6id.  185. 
le)  3  Ruu.  65.;  and  Stiffe  v. 
EterUty  1  MffL  4-  Cr,  37. 
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IS4'2.  Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Purvis^  for  Mrs.  Ashton,  and 


ASHTON 


Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  trustees. 

3rDouoALL  I*^rst,  as  to  the  leaseholds^  it  is  clear  that  the  settle- 
ment was  binding  both  on  the  husband  and  wife; 
TroUope  v.  Linton  {a) j  Donne  v.  Hart  (b) ;  and  accord- 
ing to  the  decision  in  Harvey  v.  Ashley  (c),  even  the 
wife's  contingent  interest  would  be  bound.  The  settle- 
ment was  binding  on  the  husband ;  Middlecome  v.  Mar- 
low  {d) ;  and  being  made  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court  it 
was  binding  also  on  the  wife.  Even  if  it  were  otherwise, 
still  if  it  were  for  the  interest  of  the  wife  so  to  do,  she 
might,  while  discovert,  adopt  it.  From  her  subsequent 
conduct  when  she  was  n6  longer  under  coverture,  it  is 
plain  that  she  adopted  and  confirmed  this  settlement, 
and  it  was  not  competent  either  for  her  or  her  after- 
taken  husband  to  defeat  it. 

Again,  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  the  property  was 
settled  to  her  separate  use ;  the  words  used  were  suffi- 
cient for  that  purpose ;  Adamson  v.  Armitage  (e).  Ex 
parte  Ray.  (g)  Admitting  she  could  not,  while  an  in- 
fant, affect  the  quality  of  her  separate  estate,  still  it 
remained  separate  estate  upon  her  subsequent  mar- 
riage ;  Johnson  v.  Johnson  (Ji\  TuUett  v.  Armstrong.  (/) 
The  arrears  of  separate  estate  are  subject  to  the  same 
qualification,  and  are  held  independent  of  the  husband's 
marital  right. 

Whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  the  settlement,  the 
Plaintiff  has  repeatedly  acquiesced  in  it,  and  dealt  with 

the 

(a)  1  S.  4-  St,  All,  (g)  1  Mad.  199. 

{6)  2  Ruis,  4-  Myl,  360.  (h)  1  Kten^  648. 

(c)  3  Atk,  610.  (i)  1  Beav.  1.,  and  4  Mifl.  ^ 

(d)  2  Atk.  519.  Cr.  377. 
{e)  19  Tm.  416. 


/ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  65 


ASHTON 


^e    property  on  the  faith  of  its  validity,  he  cannot,         1842. 
tlierefore,  now  dispute  it.     The  Plaintiff  has,  therefore, 
no  interest  in  the  matter,  and  the  bill  ought  to  be  dis-  v. 

missed  with  costs.  M'DOUGALL. 

^Atfr.  6.  Turner  and  Mr.  Austen^  Mr.  Wood  and  Mr. 
ZLf^'omnj  for  other  parties. 

'^tlv.  Pembertofii  in  reply. 

'^The  settlement  of  an  infant's  property  under  the 
C3o«art  has  no  greater  efficacy  than  one  made  by  an  in- 
fjE&x-mt:.  with  the  consent  of  her  parents  or  guardians.  In 
a:B^£cJier  case  can  a  power  of  contracting  be  given  to  an 
i.rmf».nL  The  settlement  is  only  good  as  the  settlement 
c>ff*  ^e  husband ;  and  as  regards  those  interests  which 
^^  lias  not  the  power  to  affect,  the  settlement  is  wholly 
■■^ojDerative.  The  property  or  some  portion  of  it,  at 
1^  ■«  j^t,  belonged  to  the  wife  at  the  time  of  her  third  mar- 
""^^Ti  jgr^  and  the  Plaintiff  has  entered  into  no  contract  to 
^^f«it  or  limit  his  marital  rights.  Acquiescence  is  not 
^^**flBcient  to  defeat  a  vested  right. 

Xilven  if  the  Plaintiff  be  wrong,  this  is  not  a  case  for 
^c>^t8:  the  bill  was  filed  afler  the  decision  in  Massey  v. 
-'^c^^icr  (a),  and  before  that  in  TtiUett  v.  Armstrong. 

^The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

3  do  not  find  any  thing,  which,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
o>-^  ^ht  to  induce  a  Court  to  consider  the  settlement  as 
"^  '^^alid  for  the  protection  of  Mrs.  Ashton.  The  first 
"^^2^rriage  took  place  during  her  infancy,  and  the  interests 
^^^  irhich  she  was  entitled  and  which  formed  the  subject 
®*"  the  settlement,  were,  for  the  most  part,  reversionary, 
^^^  J  the  reversionary  interests  of  a  married  woman  are 

not 
(a)  S  Afy.4- if.  174. 

Vou  V.  F 
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184:2. 


ASBTON 

V. 

M^DOUOALL. 


not  assignable  as  against  herself  surviving  her  husband  ; 
but  an  assignment  of  a  reversionary  interest  which  falls 
into  possession  during  the  coverture  may  be  valid,  and 
there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  she  may  not  adopt  an 
assignment  made  during  her  coverture,  for  her  own 
benefit  during  the  whole  of  her  life,  and  for  the  benefit 
of  her  children  after  her  death.  A  part  of  the  rever- 
sionary interests  fell  into  possession  during  the  life  of 
her  first  husband,  who  claimed  and  received  the  benefit 
of  tlie  settlement,  and  was  bound  by  it.  After  his 
death,  I  think  that  the  wife  surviving  him,  and  not 
claiming  to  have  the  funds  transferred  to  herself,  mast 
be  deemed  to  have  acquiesced  in  and  adopted  the  settle- 
ment, as  it  was  for  her  interest  to  do.  I  conceive  that 
she  ought  to  be  deemed  to  have  married  her  second 
husband,  Mr.  Birchf  on  the  faith  that  her  property  was 
protected  by  the  settlement,  and  that  he  was  bound  by 
it.  The  remainder  of  her  reversionary  interests  fell  into 
possession  during  his  life,  and  became  subject  to  the 
settlement,  and  so  continued  to  be  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  when  the  lady  again  became  a  widow. 


Within  three  months  after  the  death  of  Birchj  viz.  on 
the  18th  oi  June  1881,  she  married  the  Plaintiff;  and  if 
she  had  practised  any  fraud  upon  him  by  misrepresent- 
ations respecting  the  property,  or  given  reason  to  sup- 
pose that  he  would  become  entitled  to  it  in  her  right,  or, 
if  a  single  woman,  entitled  to  property  limited  to  her 
sole  use  free  from  the  control  of  any  husband  she  might 
marry  ought  to  be  deemed,  by  the  act  of  marriage,  to 
have  conferred  such  property  on  her  husband,  Mr. 
Ashion,  might  have  been  entitled  to  relief:  but  the  case 
is  entirely  different ;  Mr.  Ashton,  before  his  marriage, 
was  perfectly  well  acquainted  with  the  settlement.  He 
married  his  wife,  knowing  that  her  property  was  limited 
to  her  separate  use,  and  for  some  years  after  the  mar- 
riage he  entirely  acquiesced  in  it.     Under  the  circum- 

stancesy 
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stmoesy   I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not,  in        1842. 

right  of  his  wife,  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  property  ^^^"^''^^^ 
wbidi  he  claims,  and  that  the  whole  foundation  on  v, 

which  he  asks  for  relief  entirely  fails.  M'Douoall. 

It  was  argued,  that  the  Plamtiff,  if  not  entitled  to 
oor^  was  at  least  entitled  to  such  part  of  the  income  as 
became  due  between  the  death  of  Birch  and  Mrs.  AAtcris 
fflarriage  with  the  Plaintiff:  but  I  am  of  (pinion,  that 
toy  sums  to  which  she  was  entitled  when  she  married, 
were  due  to  the  trustees  for  her  benefit,  and  were  subject 
Id  the  trusts,  and  payable  to  her  for  her  separate  use. 

As  the  Plaintiff  appears  to  me  to  have  no  interest  in 
the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement,  I  can  give  no 
rdief  in  respect  of  the  breaches  of  trust  which  have 
been  committed ;  and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs  against  all  the  Defendants. 


BAMPTON  V.  BIRCHALL. 


Apnl  19. 


'T'HE  Defendant  having  obtained  liberty  to  file  a  An  ejectment 

"*"   double  plea  (a),  the  Plaintiff  amended  his  bill,  i  Us,  stated 

The  Defendant  thereupon  filed  a  creneral  demurrer,  ^*!?J  ^K®  ^'*i"* 

which  now  came  on  for  argument.  right  to  the 

land  accrued 
in  181S, that 
bill  stated,  that  Sir  Frank  Siandish  a  bill  had  been 

filed  in  1824 
to  recover  the 
Thonuis  property,  and 
that  an  electa 
ment  had  been 
ht  in  1832,  which  was  stayed  until  the  Plaintiff  had  paid  the  costs  of  a  former 
ejectJDeot ;  but  it  did  not  state  the  result  of  the  suit  or  action.  Held,  that  it  must 
M  bfeired  that  they  had  fuled,  and  that  they  did  not  prevent  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  of  limitations. 

F^ 


The  amended 
died  in  May  1812,  seized  of  certain  real  estates,  leaving 

(a)  4  Beav.  S5S* 
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Thomas  Standish  his  heir-at-law ;  and,  after  setting  out 
the  pedigree,  it  stated,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  said  late  Sir  Frank  Standish^  there  were  outstanding 
certain  terms  for  years  of  the  estates  of  which  he  died 
seized,  which  had  been  in  his  lifetime  satisfied,  and  that 
thesame  still  remained  outstanding,  and  also  certain  mort- 
gages of,  and  incumbrances  upon,  the  said  estates  and 
premises,  for  small  sums  of  money,  and  also  leases  of 
the  said  estate  and  premises  which  were  not  yet  expired. 
That  upon,  or  soon  after  the  death  of  the  said  Sir  Frank 
Standiski  Frank  Hall  entered  into  possession  or  into  the 
receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  whole  of  the  said 
estates  and  premises,  and  remained  and  continued  in 
such  possession  or  receipt  up  to  the  time  of  his  death, 
which  happened  in  or  about  the  month  of  December 
1840,  without  having  any  title  thereto;  and  upon  his 
death  the  Defendants  entered  into  possession  under  hia 
will,  and  continued  and  were  now  in  such  possession 
and  receipt,  without  having  any  actual  title  thereto. 
That  in  order  to  protect  such  possession,  Frank  Hallj 
during  his  life,  procured  some  of  such  satisfied  terms 
as  aforesaid  and  some  of  such  leases  to  be  assigned, 
to  or  upon  trust  for  him ;  and  the  Defendants  or  some 
or  one  of  them  did  also  procure  some  of  such  mort- 
gages or  incumbrances  as  aforesaid,  to  be  assigned  to 
or  upon  trust  for  them  or  some  of  them ;  but  that  other 
of  such  terms,  mortgages,  and  leases  then  remained  and 
still  remained  vested  in  other  persons,  so  that  the  Plaintiff 
who  was  entitled  to  all  the  real  estate  of  Thomas  Sian- 
di'skj  as  hb  assignee,  was  unable  to  proceed  at  law  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  the  said  estates  and  premises. 
It  stated  that  the  mortgages  assigned  to  Frank  Hall  and 
the  Defendants  had  been  paid  off. 


That  Thomas  Standish  took  the  benefit  of  the  Insol- 
vent Act  in  October  18iO»  and  died  about  the  ISth  of 

My 
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Mf  1836.     That  Blacibuni  and  Johnson  had  been  ori-  1842. 

ginalljr  appointed  his  assignees ;  and  after  their  decease,  ^^^'^"^^ 

aod  OD  the  5th  of  April  1 841 ,  the  Plaintiff  was  appointed  «. 

tssignee,  and  as  such  became  entitled  to  the  estates.  Bibchalu 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  Defendants  pretended  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations ; 
whereas  the  Plaintiff  charged  the  contrary,  and  that  he 
was  entitled  to  recover  the  lands,  &c. 

And  the  Plaintiff  charged,  as  evidence  of  the  matters 
aforesaid,  that,  on  or  about  the  15th  of  June  1824, 
BiaeUntmj  as  the  then  surviving  assignee  of  Thomas 
Standish^  deceased,  exhibited  his  bill  of  complaint  in 
this  Court  against  Frank  Hally  deceased,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  recovering  from  him  the  possession  of  the  said 
lands  &&,  and  for  an  account  and  payment  to  him  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  estates  &c.,  and  for  such 
odier  relief  as  therein  mentioned.  And  the  Plaintiff 
farther  charged,  as  evidence  of  the  matters  aforesaid, 
that  the  said  Frank  Halij  deceased,  appeared  to  the 
said  bill,  and  did,  on  or  about  the  12th  April  1825,  put 
in  his  answer  to  the  said  bill,  by  which  he  admitted  the 
aeisin  of  the  estates  by  Sir  Frank  Standish  at  his  death, 
and  his  death,  and  certain  specified  parts  of  the  pedigree, 
and  that  there  were  outstanding  terms,  and  submitted  * 
and  undertook  not  to  set  up  or  avail  himself  of  the  said 
terms,  in  any  proceedings  at  law  which  Blackburn  might 
take  respecting  the  said  estates;  and  he  admitted  the 
insolvency,  and  that  he  had  no  claim  on  the  estate  in 
respect  of  any  mortgage. 

The  bill  also  charged,  as  evidence  of  the  matters  afore- 
said, that,  in  the  month  of  May  1832,  various  actual 
entries  were  made  upon  the  estates,  by  Thomas  Slandish 
and  his  assignee,  and  by  his  agent  duly  authorised,  and 

F  3  that 
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184-2.        that  shortly  after  such  entries  were  made,  and  in  or  as 
Bampton      ^^  Easter  term,  18S2,  an  action  of  ejectment  was  com- 
o.  menced  on  the  several  demises  of  l^mas  Siandisk  and 

Blackburn^  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  against  Frank 
Hally  deceased,  and  the  several  tenants  of  the  estates. 
That  on  or  about  the  7th  of  June  1832,  a  rule  nisi  was 
obtained  from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  the  said 
action  of  ejectment,  which  rule  was  in  the  words  and 
figures,  or  to  the  purport  and  effect  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, viz, :  — 

**  Doe  demises  Siandisk  S^.  v.  Boe.  -^  Upon  reading 
the  affidavit  of  Bethel  Robinson  and  others,  it  is  or- 
dered, that  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff,  upon  notice  of  this 
rule  to  be  given  to  their  attorney,  shall,  upon  Wednesday 
the  ISth  day  of  June  instant,  shew  cause  why  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  ejectments  served  upon  Frank  Hallj 
Esq.,  in  the  said  affidavit  named,  and  his  tenants,  should 
not  be  stayed,  until  the  taxed  costs  of  the  former  eject- 
ments are  paid,  and  that  in  the  mean  time  proceedings 
be  stayed." 

The  bill  also  charged  that  the  rule  nisi  was,  some 
time  in  the  month  of  June  1832,  made  absolute  (a),  and 
that  by  reason  of  the  said  Thomas  Standish  being  un- 
able to  pay  the  costs  in  the  said  rule  mentioned,  and  of 
Blackburn  having  no  assets  of  Thomas  Standish  in  his 
hands  to  meet  such  costs,  no  further  proceedings  were 
taken  in  the  ejectments,  and  the  ejectments  were  pend- 
ing, at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Frank  Hall,  but  upon 
such  death  became  abated. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  of  the  right  of  the 
Plaintiff  to  the  estates,  or  that  an  issue  might  be  directed. 

That 

(a)  S  Bam,  4r  ^d,  878. 
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Bampton 


That  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  setting        1842. 

op  the  outstanding  terms ;  and  if  the  Defendants  had  a 

mortgage  title,  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  let  in  to  redeem.  r. 

Birch  ALL. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants  filed  a  general  demurrer 
for  want  of  equity. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Elmslafj  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer. 

The  Plaintiff  has  not  by  his  bill  shewn  any  right  to 
relief.  His  right  of  action  accrued  on  the  death  of  Sir 
Frank  Siandish  in  1812,  or  thirty  years  ago.  By  the 
S&4ff^4.  C.27.  5.2.  no  action  can  be  brought  to 
recoTer  any  land  twenty  years  after  the  right  to  bring 
the  action  accrued,  and  this  applies  to  equity,  (a)  Not 
only  is  the  remedy  taken  away,  but  the  right  has  become 
estioguiahed.  (6)  The  defence  of  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
atioDs  may  be  raised  by  general  demurrer ;  Hoare  v. 
Peck.{p) 

The  bill  seems  to  rely  on  three  grounds  as  prevent- 
ing the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  First, 
CD  the  bill  filed  in  1824  against  jPranit //a//,  but  that 
sait  has,  in  fact,  been,  and  must  be  assumed  to  have 
been,  dismissed,  and  this  bill  is  not  in  continuance  of 
that  suiL  Secondly,  it  is  said  that  entries  were  made 
in  1832;  but  by  the  above  statute  an  entry  is  wholly 
ineffectual  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  statute.  (</) 
Thirdly,  the  action  at  law,  which  is  wholly  abated,  and 
cannot  be  revived.  The  allegations  in  the  bill  are  un- 
certain, and  must  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the 

Plaintiff. 

Mr. 

(«)  Sect.  24.  Ftffon  ▼.   Pole^    Z  Y.    S^   Coll. 

lb)  Sect.  34,  266. 

(c)  6  Simoiu,  51.;    and  see  {d)  Sect.  10. 

2^4 
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1842.  Mr.  Pembertonj  Mr.  Billon^  and  ^r.  Johnson,  contra. 

Bampton  The  bill  contains  a  charge  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not 

BiKCHALL  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  he  will  there- 
fore be  enabled  to  enter  into  evidence  as  to  that  fact  at 
the  hearing.  This,  being  a  general  demurrer,  cannot 
be  allowed,  unless  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  bill  would 
be  dismissed  with  costs  at  the  hearing;  Brooke  v.  He* 
Witt,  (a) 

The  Statute  of  Limitations  cannot  apply  to  a  case  of 
this  description,  where  proceedings  both  at  law  and  in 
equity  were  commenced  within  the  proper  time;  the 
mere  accident  of  the  death  of  a  party  pending  a  suit 
cannot  have  the  effect  of  destroying  his  rights  and 
upon  the  statements  in  this  bill  neither  the  action  nor 
the  suit  have  yet  been  determined.  In  the  former  a 
conditional  rule  delayed  the  proceeding,  but  did  not 
admit  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  in 
the  latter,  an  answer  has  been  put  in,  containing  an 
undertaking  and  submission  not  to  set  up  outstanding 
terms :  this  is  binding  on  the  present  Defendants,  and 
the  Plaintiff  would,  at  least,  be  entitled  to  a  decree  re- 
straining the  Defendants  from  setting  them  up  in  an 
action  at  law. 

The  Master  of  ike  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply) 
said : 

The  question  is,  not  whether  I  am  to  stop  any  pro- 
ceedings at  law,  for  notwithstanding  any  decision  that  I 
may  make  here,  the  Plaintiff  will  be  perfectly  at  liberty 
to  go  on  with  his  legal  proceedings  if  he  can  support 
them ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  I  am  to  afford  the 
assistance  of  this  Court  in  giving  equitable  relief  to  the 
Plaintiff. 

Sir 

{a)  5  IVj.  ^55. 
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Ss  Frank  Siandish  died  in  the  month  of  May  1812.        1842. 

Tbe  Plaintiff  in  this  cause  claims  in  the  riffht  of  a     ^^^^^^^^^ 

°  Bampton 

person  of  the  name  of  Thomas  Stanley,  and  alleges,  that  o. 

at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Sir  Frank  Standish,  Thomas    ^"*^"^"- 

Stanley  was  his  heir-at-law,  and  that  Sir  Frank  Standish 

baying  died  intestate,  his  right  to  the  estates  accrued  at 

that  time,  that  is,  in  May  1812.     He  has  stated  in  his 

bill  grounds  of  equitable  relief,  which,  if  he  had  come  in 

due  time,  would  have  been  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to 

tbe  assistance  of  this  Court ;  for  he  says  that  he  has  a 

legal  right,  and  that  he  is  prevented  from  taking  the 

benefit  of  that  legal  -right  by  outstanding  terms,  which 

be  seeks  to  have  removed ;  he  also  states  that  some  of 

those  outstanding  terms  are  held  as  a  security  of  money, 

which  has  been  entirely  or  nearly  paid ;  and  (supposing 

that  to  be  the  case)  then,  upon  payment  by  him  of  what 

is  due,  he   would   be  entitled   to   the  equitable  relief  * 

which  he  has  asked. 

It  has  not  been  disputed,  in  the  course  of  this  dis- 
cussion, that  there  are  grounds  on  which  equitable  re- 
lief might  be  claimed,  if  the  Plaintiff  had  come  in  due 
time.  But  the  right  having  accrued  in  the  month  of 
1^1812,  this  bill  is  filed  in  the  month  of  Januaty 
1842,  within  a  few  months  of  thirty  years,  during  which 
time,  if  either  the  Plaintiff  or  S/a;i/^,  through  whom  the 
Plaintiff  claims,  had  been  entitled  to  this  right,  they  ought 
to  have  enforced  it.  In  answer  to  this  claim  it  is  said, 
not  only  is  your  remedy  barred,  but  your  right  is  extin- 
guished by  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  prima  facie  it  is 
so;  the  statute  says  that  if  the  action  or  suit  be  not 
brought  within  a  certain  time  the  right  is  to  be  extin- 
guished. What  then  are  the  circumstances  by  which 
the  operation  of  the  statute  is  to  be  excluded?  Let  us 
look  a  little  at  the  history  of  the  case  so  far  as  it  appears 
on  this  bill,  for  it  is  on  the  bill  alone.that  the  Court  is 

to 
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1842.        to  proceed  on  this  occasion,  and  I  cannot  in  any  way 
go  out  of  it. 

In  the  year  1812  the  right  accrued.  In  the  year 
1820  Thomas  Stanley  became  insolvent.  There  was  no 
suspension  or  interruption  of  the  right  by  that  fact,  be- 
cause whatever  right  was  vested  in  the  insolvent  was 
transmitted  to  his  assignee,  and  the  assignee  had  just 
the  same  right  of  proceeding  to  recover  any  interest  to 
which  this  person  was  entitled  as  the  person  himself 
had.  Nothing  was  done  till  the  month  of  June  1824; 
and  in  the  month  oi  June  1824  the  then  assignee  under 
the  insolvency  filed  a  bill,  which  seems,  from  the  nature 
of  it,  as  it  is  stated  here,  to  be  very  much  in  the  character 
of  the  present  bill.  Mr.  Frank  HaU  who  was  at  that 
time  in  possession  of  the  estate,  was  made  a  Defendant 
to  the  bill,  and  in  the  month  of  April  1825  he  put  in  an 
answer ;  in  which  answer  he  is  stated  to  have  admitted 
certain  things,  and  on  this  demurrer  I  must  take  it 
that  those  things  were  so  admitted  by  him.  Now 
it  is  most  extraordinary  that  the  bill  does  not  state 
any  thing  more  about  that  proceeding.  There  is  an 
end  of  it  in  the  year  1825.  From  the  year  1825  to  the 
year  1842,  it  does  not  seem  that  any  step  whatsoever 
has  been  taken  in  that  suit.  The  Plaintiff  leaves  me 
entirely  in  the  dark  on  the  subject,  and  leaves  me  to 
draw  such  inferences  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
warrant.  It  is  perfectly  true,  as  stated  by  the  Defend- 
ants' counsel,  that  you  are  to  presume  against  the 
pleader.  I  cannot  presume  that  the  Plaintiff  in  that  case, 
having  a  continued  right,  and  being  able  to  support 
that  right  by  the  admissions  contained  in  the  answer  to 
that  bill,  thought  fit  to  suspend  all  proceedings  what- 
ever from  1825  downwards.  But  when  I  connect  with 
that  fact,  which  is  of  itself  extremely  strong,  the  cir- 
cumstance that  this  bill  is  in  no  way  founded  on  any 

of 
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of  the  proceedings  which  took  place  in  that  cause,  and        1842. 
does  not  ask  for  the  benefit  of  them,  and  though  stating     ^^^^ 
those  admissions,  does  not  ask  the  benefit  of  the  admis-     _     v. 
was,  or  of  any  proceedings  in  that  cause,  I  think  the 
necessary  inference  is,  that  that  suit  has  failed.     I  take 
00  notice  of  the  statement  made  at  the  bar,  that  the 
bill  is  dismissed.     I  know  not  whether  it  is  so  or  not, 
iwt  I  necessarily  assume  from  the  facts  here  stated  that 
that  is  not  an  efficient  cause. 

The  next  thing  that  took  place  was  in  the  month  of 
Mcy  1832,  when  entries  were  made.  Now  I  do  not 
collect  very  distinctly  from  this  record,  on  what  day  in 
Ibjf  these  entries  were  made ;  but  I  will  suppose  that 
the  entries  were  made  within  twenty  years  from  the 
aocroer  of  the  alleged  right.  The  act  expressly  states 
that  an  entry  of  itself  is  not  to  have  any  effect  in  such 
proceedings.  Those  entries  were  followed  by  an  action, 
whidi,  it  seems,  the  Plaintiff  had  no  right  to  prosecute, 
because  he  bad  not  paid  the  costs  of  a  prior  action,  and 
there  a  conditional  order  was  made  in  the  first  instance 
to  prevent  him  prosecuting  that  action  unless  he  paid 
those  coats,  and  that  order  was  afterwards  made  absolute. 
The  eflfect  of  making  the  order  nisi  absolute  was  this, 
that  the  party  was  restrained  from  going  on  with  the 
gectment  until  payment  of  costs;  but  by  paying  the 
CQits,  or  by  an  act  of  his  own,  he  might  have  been  at 
liber^  to  go  on.  It  was  his  own  omission  that  he  did 
not  perform  it ;  it  is  said  it  arose  from  poverty ;  that  is 
to  be  regretted  if  he  had  a  right  to  maintain ;  but  he  did 
not  pay  the  costs,  and,  the  consequence  was,  that  he 
was  precluded  from  going  on.  The  action  being  stayed 
m  the  manner  I  have  stated,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
proceedings  in  that  action  do  not  exclude  the  operation 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

What 
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IS^S.  What  happened  next?    Thomas  hartley  died  on  the 

"^^^I^Jj^^      13th  of  July  1836,  but  this,  I  think,  made  no  diflFerence 
V.  at  all  in  the  matter.     Fratik  Hall  died  in  the  month  of 

December  1840.  What  was  done  in  the  proceedings  of 
the  insolvency  does  not  appear  until  the  month  of 
April  1841,  when  the  Plaintiff  was  appointed  assignee 
under  the  insolvency.  Now  I  quite  agree  with  the 
Plaintiff  in  this,  that  there  was  no  extraordinary  delay 
from  April  1841  to  January  1842,  when  this  gentleman 
was  appointed ;  but  that  is  by  no  means  the  question ; 
the  question  is  this,  when  did  the  right  accrue,  when 
ought  the  party  to  have  prosecuted  his  right  ?  on  the 
other  hand,  how  long  have  the  parties  who  claimed  ad- 
versely in  1812  been  lefl  undisturbed  in  possession,  un- 
disturbed by  any  effective  proceeding?  I  must  say  I 
am  clearly  of  opinion  there  is  nothing  to  exclude  the 
operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  in  this  case. 

A  question  was  rather  mooted  about  the  propriety  of 
taking  advantage  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  by  means 
of  a  demurrer.  I  really  do  not  see  any  substantial  ob- 
jection to  it;  and  I  do  not  know  how  I  could  refuse  to 
give  effect  to  that  branch  of  the  clause  of  the  statute 
which  says  that  the  right  is  to  be  barred.  It  is  not 
matter  of  remedy  only,  but  there  is  actually  an  extinc- 
tion of  the  right 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  demurrer  must  be  allowed. 
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THOMASON  V.  MOSES-  AprU  is.  w. 

T^HE  question  arose  on  a  bequest  contained  in  the  A  tesutor 

■■•   will  of  the  testator  Thomas  MoseSj  which  was  as  fo  hdf  iiT*'^ 

follows:  —  **  There  is   1000/.  sterling,   lodged  in  the  law,  the  son 

huids  of  Messrs.  Ease  and  Bond^  merchants,  London^  eldest  brother) 

I  wish  my  attomies  at  home  to  receive  it  as  soon  after  g»^c  looo^  to 

,  .-,_.,.,  .the  testators 

07  decease  as  possible.     I  wish  it  to  be  put  out  on  m-  father  for  life, 

terest  in  England^  and  secured  on  landed  property,  the  5°^.u'l^ii" 

interest  thereof  to  be  received  by  my  &ther  during  his  continued  to 

natoral  life,  an3  after  his  death  to  be  continued  to  my  y^^^^^  * 

brother  Henry  Moses  during  his  natural  life>  and  after  brother,  and 

his  death,  to  be  continued  to  my  next  nearest  heir^  and  so  \^^^ .  _  « ||„^ 

OB.    This  property  is  not  meant  to  be  disposed  of  by  ^^f^  ^"  ^^^ 

I.  .      r     \    ,.  -^    to  be  conn- 

any  of  the  family.  nued  to  my 

next  nearest 
heir,  and  so 
The  testator  died  in  1813,  leaving  his  father  and  the  on.  This  pro- 

'ttsne  of  his  deceased  eldest  brother  Richard^  and  two  S^nt'to  be 

odier  brothers,  Henry  and  John^  him  surviving.  disposed  of 

by  any  of  the 
family." 

At  the  time  of  his  death,  Richard^  the  son  of  Richard,  ^if^^^^%^^ 

the  deceased  eldest  brother,  was  the  testator's  heir-at-  tation  was 

Itw,  and  John  Moses^  the  testator's  father,  was  his  sole  certainty""" 

next  of  kin.  In  a  suit  to 

obtain  the 
decision  of 
John  Moses,  the  father,  died  in  1822,  and   Henry  the  Court  on 
i#  1.1  1.    1   .  ■      .  .     1      *  ^^T  doubt- 

moses,  the  brother,  died  m  1832,  having  respectively  ful  will,  the 

received  the  interest  of  the  1000/.  to  their  deaths.     At  ?*®*°S^  . . 

turned  out  to 

the  death  of  Henry,  Richard,  the  son  of  Richard,  was  have  no  in. 

the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator,   and   the   children  of  q^^  up^^ 

Bichard,  Henry,  and  John  were  his  next  of  kin.     The  making  a  de- 

,  11.  1       claraUon  of 

question  was,  to  whom,  under  the  circumstances,  the  the  rights, 

lOOOi  now  belonged.  ^'^fS" 

There  parties  out  of 
the  fund. 
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There  were  several  claims  advanced  Tor  this  fund. 

First,  it  was  claimed  by  Richard  the  younger,  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  on  the  ground  of  the  money 
being  given  to  the  heir  as  a  persona  designata  ;  Gwynne 
V.  Muddock.  {a) 

Secondly,  it  was  claimed  by  the  daughters  of  Hemy^ 
the  testator's  second  brother,  as  co-heirs,  on  the  ground 
of  their  being  the  **  next  and  nearest  heir''  to  Henry ^ 
their  father,  it  being  argued  on  their  behalf  that  the 
testator  had  passed  over  Richard ,2Lii6.  his  issue;  that 
the  bequest  could  not  revert  back  to  that  line  so  as  to 
continue  to  "  the  next  and  nearest  heir;"  and  that  the 
word  heir  did  not  always  mean  the  heir-at-law  strictly, 
but  might  be  qualified ;  Chambers  v.  Taylor,  (b) 

Thirdly,  it  was  claimed  by  the  persons  who  were  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  the  death  of  Henry ^  on  the 
ground  that  the  word  "  heir,"  having  reference  to  per- 
sonalty, must  be  construed  next  of  kin;  HoUo^axty  v. 
HoU&axiy  (c),  Vaux  v.  Henderson  (d),  Gittings  v.  M^Der^ 
mott  {e) ;  and  that  the  class  must  be  ascertained  at  the 
death  of  Henry^  the  tenant  for  life ;  Mounsey  v.  £fa- 
mire,  {g) 

Fourthly,  it  was  claimed  by  persons  representing 
John^  the  father  of  the  testator,  on  the  ground  that  be 
was  sole  next  of  kin  at  the  testator's  death,  and  who  in- 
sisted that  the  gift  was  void  for  uncertainty,  and  went 
to  the  father  as  next  of  kin ;  Waiie  v.  Templer  (A), 
HJryfS  V,  Hayes,  (i) 

Mr. 

{n)  14  Vrt.  488.  («?)  2  MyL  ^  K.  69. 

\b)  a  Mt^L  i  Cr.  576.  (g)  4  Rust,  J84. 

ie)  5  ^t*.  399.  (A)  2  Sim,  524. 

\*i}  I  J&C.  ♦  W.  588.  (t)  4  Ruu,  31 1. 
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Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  RoU^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  K,  Parker, 

Mr.  G.  Ttamer  and  Mr.  Rogers, 

Mr.  Walter,  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply,  referred  to  Zord  Deerhttrst 
Y.  2%r  Duttf  gT  St.  AlbarCs.  (a) . 

7ii^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  this  cause  depends  on  the  construc- 
tioti  of  the  words  *<  to  be  continued  to  my  next  nearest 
heir,  and  so  on."  The  testator,  at  the  time  of  bis 
death,  had  a  father  and  two  brothers,  Henry  and  John, 
vbo  were  living,  but  his  eldest  brother  Richard  had 
previously  died,  leaving  children.  In  this  situation  of 
things  he  made  his  will,  containing  this  expression  of 
his  wishes;  without  any  doubt  he  intended  a  perpetuity. 
The  heir  of  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  being 
the  eldest  son  of  Richard,  he  adopted  this  particular 
nx)de  of  succession;  he  gave  it  first  to  his  father  for 
life,  then  to  his  younger  brother  for  life,  and  then 
"to  be  continued  to  his  next  nearest  heir."  These 
words  seem  relative,  and  refer  to  what  went  before,  and 
he  seems  to  have  intended  the  persons  next  to  those 
whom  he  had  treated  as  heirs  by  the  preceding  gifts. 
The  difficulty  is  this,  did  he  mean  the  heir  properly  so 
called,  or  some  other  persons  ?  And  I  have  consider- 
able difficulty  in  imputing  to  him  that  he  meant  the  per- 
son who^  as  heir-at-law,  would  have  succeeded  to  his 
real  estate. 

The  first  gift  is  to  the  father,  who  was  not  his  heir, 
«nd  the  next  gift  is  to  the  younger  brother,  who  was 

not 

(a)  5  Mad,  25'2.,  8  Blu  547.,  2  CL  4*  Fin.  611. 
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not  heir,  and  then  it  is  to  be  continued  to  his  next 
nearest  heir ;  next  to  whom  ?  It  is  contended,  that  it 
must  have  been  the  next  heir,  excluding  all  those  passed 
over.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  said  he  meant  it  to  go 
to  all  his  brothers,  and  then  to  revert  back  to  the  child 
of  the  deceased  brother. 


There  is  so  much  difficulty  and  uncertainty,  that  I 
think  it  impossible  to  give  the  words  a  satisfactory  con- 
struction. IF  that  should  be  the  case,  the  gift  will  be 
void,  and  belong  to  the  next  of  kin.  I  will  give  the 
point  further  consideration. 


April  22.  TiStf  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Having  further  considered  this  case,  I  remain  of  the 
opinion  which  I  before  expressed.  The  testator,  in- 
tending the  legacy  of  1000/.  to  be  continued  in  his 
family,  seems  to  have  contemplated  a  peculiar  line  of 
succession  in  which  he  meant  the  legacy  to  devolve. 

His  father  was  to  take  first. 

After  the  death  of  his  father,  his  brother  Henry^  who 
was  his  eldest  surviving  brother,  was  to  take. 

After  the  death  of  Henry^  the  legacy  was  to  be  con- 
tinued to  the  testator's  "  next  nearest  heir,  and  so  on." 


The  words  ^^  continued  to  my  next  nearest  heir,  and 
so  or>/'  appear  to  me  to  have  relation  to  the  preceding 
timiliitions.  They  seem  to  mean  a  continuation  to  the 
te^tator^  nearest  heir,  in  some  way  next  after  him  who 
hiis  befoie  enjoyed  the  legacy,  and  so  on  in  like  order 
or  succession. 

What 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

What  then  is  the  succession,  which,  beginning  with 
the  &tber,  and  after  the  father's  death  passing  over  the 
beir,  aod  children  of  the  testator's  eldest  brother,  vests 
in  the  eldest  surviving  brother,  and  is  then  to  be  con- 
tiooed  in  like  succession  to  the  testator's  next  nearest 
heir? 
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I  think  it  quite  uncertain  who  was  meant  to  be  de- 
signated by  the  word  "  heir." 

In  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  the  father  was  not 
the  testator's  nearest  heir ;  nor  was  the  eldest  surviving 
SOD  nearest  heir,  or  heir  next  after  the  father.  How 
thai  are  we  to  determine,  from  the  words,  who  is  the 
next  nearest  heir,  in  a  succession,  which,  having  thus 
commenced,  was  to  be  continued  **  so  on  ?" 

The  testator  may  have  contemplated  a  line  of  succes- 
sion, capable  of  being,  within  proper  limits,  carried  into 
effect  by  apt  words  :  but  the  word  "  heir,"  which  he  has 
used,  imports,  in  some  sense  or  other,  the  right  of  legal 
succession ;  and  he  has  at  the  same  time  so  expressed 
himself,  as  to  shew  that  he  did  not  intend  the  order  of 
legal  succession ;  and  under  these  circumstances,  it  ap- 
pears to  me,  that  the  persons  intended  to  take  after 
Hemy  are  wholly  uncertain,  and  that  the  legacy  be- 
longs to  the  next  of  kin  under  the  statute. 


Mr.  Turner.     The  Plaintiff  has  therefore  no  interest, 
and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  proper  case  for  payment  of  the  costs  of  all 

parties  out  of  the  fund.      There  was  once  a  doubt  whe- 

VoL.  V.  G  ther 
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ther  costs  could  be  ordered  to  be  paid  in  such  a  case, 
but  it  has  been  held  otherwise.  There  must  neces- 
sarily be  a  declaration  of  the  rights. 

Mr.  Turner  said,  he  remembered  a  case,  in  which 
Lord  Eldoti  said,  that  he  would  make  no  decree,  unless 
the  parties  would  consent  that  the  costs  should  be  paid 
according  to  the  equity  of  the  case. 


April  19.  SI. 
26. 

A  stranger  to 
a  cause  can- 
not, as  of 
coll^^e,  except 
to  and  refer 
a  pleading 
alleged  to  be 
scandalous  as 
to  him,  and 
impertinent 
as  between 
the  parties, 
but  he  may  be 
authorised  so 
to  do  upon 
making  a 
special  appli- 
cation to  the 
Court. 


WILLIAMS  V.  DOUGLAS. 

>y  R,  S.,  a  solicitor,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the 
-^^  •  cause,  conceiving  the  Plaintiff's  bill,  and  an  affi- 
davit in  support  thereof,  to  be  scandalous  and  imper- 
tinent, took  exceptions  in  writing  thereto,  which  were 
signed  by  counsel,  and  were  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff's 
clerk  in  Court 

He  then  applied  for  an  order  of  course,  referring  the 
exceptions  to  the  Master ;  but  the  officer  of  the  Court, 
entertaining  a  doubt  as  to  the  regularity,  declined  draw- 
ing it  up  without  the  directions  of  the  Court 


Mr.  Elderton  now  applied  to  the  Court  to  have  the 
order  drawn  up,  and  having  referred  to  several  of  the 
authorities  after  stated. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  as  the  order  of  re- 
ference must  be  obtained  within  six  days  from  the  filing 
the  exceptions  (a),  it  had  better  be  now  made,  to  enable 

the 
(a)  Ord.  Can.  7. 
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d)e  parties  to  discuss  its  regularity.  The  applicant  must 
ondertake  not  to  act  on  the  order  until  Thursday  next, 
and  give  immediate  notice  thereof  to  the  PlaintiflF,  who 
must  have  liberty  to  move  the  Court  on  that  day,  with- 
out notice  (a),  to  discharge  the  order. 


1842. 


Mr.  George  Turner^  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  now 
Dved  to  discharge  the  order  referring  the  exceptions. 


April  %\. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Elderton^  contra. 
Mr.  Turner^  in  reply. 


The  following  authorities  were  referred  to :  1  DanieVs 

460.,   Lord  Bacon's   Order  (6),    Lord   Clarendon^ s 

^^^der  (c),    Abergavenny  v.  Abergavenny  (d).    Bishop  v. 

^^Villis  (e).  Fell  v.  Christ's  College  {g\  Coffin  v.  Cooper  (A), 

-^jr  parte  Simpson  (j),  Erskine  v.  Garthshoreijc)^  Anony^ 

'9nous(l)y  which  appears  from  the  Reg.  Lib.   to  have 

l^een  a  case  of  Porter  v.  Evorsj  Ex  parte  Morgan^  and 


ice  for 
aad 
leace, 
9jat 
of 
and 
[ici- 
Jead. 

18  at 

ter. 


(a)  Reg.  Lib.  1841.   B.   fol. 
628. 
(5)  JBeamet,  25. 

(c)  Ihid.  165—7. 

(d)  a  P,}Vnu.3l2. 

{e)  Bishop  v.  Willis. —  11th 
of  July  1749.  Petition  by  Plain- 
tiff and  Francis  Leiceiter,  his 
solicitor,  setting  forth,  that  De- 
fendant had  put  in  his  answer, 
which  Petitioners  apprehended 
was  scandalous  as  to  Petitioner 
Leicester^  and  impertinent  as  to 
Plaintiff;  and  therefore  they 
prayed,  that  it  might  be  referred 
for  scandal  and  impertinence, 
which  was  ordered. 

This   answer    was   reported 


came 
scandalous  as  to  Petitioner  Lei" 
cetter;  and  it  appearing  that  the 
Defendant's  solicitor,  one  Owen^ 
had  inserted  the  scandalous 
matter,  and  put  counsePs  name 
to  the  answer,  without  having 
any  authority  for  so  doing,  the 
Court  committed  him,  and  or- 
dered him  to  pay  the  costs  of 
the  scandal,  which  the  Master 
taxed  at  150/.  Deavet,  Rolls 
MSS.  118. 

(g)  2  Bro.  C.  C,  279. 

(h)  6  Vet.  514. 

(i)  15  Tm.  476. 

[k)  18  Ves,  114. 

(/)  4  Mad.  252. 


Solicitor 
having  in- 
serted scandal- 
ous matter  in 
an  answer, 
and  put  coun- 
sel's name 
thereto  with- 
out authority, 
committed 
and  ordered 
to  pay  costs.. 
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came  on  upon  the  4th  and  8th  of  April  1818,  so  that 
the  Vice- Chancellor  seemed  to  have  had  the  opportunity 
of  communicating  with  Lord  Eldon  in  the  interval. 

The  Mast£R  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  take  time  to  consider  this  case.  It  is  a  matter 
of  serious  consideration^  whether  it  can  be  possible  for 
a  party  to  introduce  on  the  record  scandalous  matters 
greatly  to  the  prejudice  of  a  stranger  to  the  suit ;  and 
that  such  party  is  not  to  have  an  opportunity  of  apply- 
ing to  be  relieved  from  the  imputation.  If  that  be  so, 
he  and  his  memory  may  be  injured  to  all  time.  This 
is  a  state  of  things  which  I  cannot  think  is  likely  to  be 
sustained.  It  may,  however,  be,  that  the  practice  can 
only  be  settled  by  a  general  order  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor on  the  subject. 

As  to  the  objection  for  impertinence,  I  may  observe, 
that  if  the  statements  be  relative  to  the  issue  between 
the  parties,  and  necessary  for  the  determination  of  their 
rights,  then,  though  it  may  happen  to  be  reproachful 
or  scandalous  to  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  it  may 
be  said  he  has  no  right  to  complain.  With  respect  to 
a  stranger,  the  whole  of  the  statements  in  a  bill  are 
impertinent.  But  the  matter  complained  of  may  be  at 
the  same  time  impertinent  as  regards  the  issue,  and  scan- 
dalous towards  a  stranger.  It  is  alleged,  in  this  case, 
that  the  matter  is  scandalous ;  and  I  can  scarcely  recon- 
cile myself  to  the  notion  that  a  person,  not  a  party  to 
the  suit,  has  no  remedy  unless  by  action ;  he  may  how- 
ever, according  to  the  decisions,  be  left  in  that  unfor- 
tunate situation.  I  shall  look  at  the  authorities,  and 
in  the  meantime  postpone  my  decision. 


The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Hie  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  a  person  who  is 
not  a  party  to  the  cause^  alleging  that  the  bill  contains 
matter  which  is  at  the  same  time  impertinent  as  between 
the  parties,  and  scandalous  as  against  him,  is,  of  course 
and  without  leave,  entitled  to  file  exceptions  for  scandal 
and  to  obtain  an  order  to  refer  the  exceptions  to  the 
Master,  with  a  view  to  have  the  scandalous  and  imper- 
tinent matter  (if  it  be  so  found)  expunged. 

There  is  but  little  authority  on  the  subject :  but  from 
the  terms  in  which  Lord  Bacon^s  order  is  expressed, 
from  the  dicta  of  Lord  EldoUf  expressed  in  a  manner  to 
shew  that  he  had  considered  the  subject,  and  from  the 
apparent  necessity  of  the  case,  there  being,  as  I  conceive, 
no  other  way  of  doing  effectual  justice  to  an  irijured 
party,  it  would  seem  that  the  Court  must  have  jurisdic- 
tion and  authority  to  expunge  scandal  from  the  record^ 
at  the  instance  of  a  person  who  may  not  be  a  party  to 
the  cause. 


J  84-2. 


April  36. 


Effectual  justice  to  a  person  aggrieved  by  such  scan- 
dal cannot  be  obtained  by  means  of  an  action,  or  any 
succession  of  actions.  Whilst  the  record  remains  un- 
altered there  is  scandal,  a  perpetual  reproach  and 
shame,  for  which  no  just  damages  can  be  assessed,  no 
jnst  compensation  ever  given,  and  which  can  only  be 
removed  by  the  authority  of  this  Court.  I  own  that  I 
cannot  attribute  much  weight  to  the  objection  (which 
the  Court  could  by  its  own  order  so  easily  remove),  that 
A  person  not  a  party  to  the  cause  has  no  right  to  an 
office-copy  of  the  bill.  And  I  see  no  hardship  in  com- 
pelling a  party  who  has  introduced  into  the  record  con- 
tamelious  matter  amounting  to  scandal  to  shew  that  it 
is  material  to  the  purposes  of  justice.  It  is  not  denied 
G  3  that 
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that  the  Court  could,  by  its  own  order,  made  mero 
motUf  direct  apparent  scandal  to  be  expunged.  If  this 
were  done,  it  would  be  in  the  discharge  of  a  public  duty ; 
and  surely  the  Court  would  accept  the  suggestions  of 
any  stranger  to  enable  it  to  perform  a  public  duty. 

But  assuming,  on  this  occasion,  that  the  Court  might 
order  scandal  or  contumelious  matter,  not  material  or 
pertinent  to  the  matters  in  question  between  the  parties, 
to  be  expunged,  at  the  instance  of  a  person  who  is  not  a 
party  to  the  cause,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  whole 
proceeding  is  of  course. 


The  case  of  Ex  parte  Morgan,  in  the  cause  of  Porter 
V.  EvorSf  which  is  anonymously  reported  by  Mr.  Mad- 
dock  (a),  amounted  to  no  more  than  the  refusal  of 
an  eX'parte  application,  in  which  respect  I  conceive  it 
to  have  been  right ;  and  although  the  words  attributed 
to  Sir  John  Leach  express  a  general  proposition,  that  no 
application  can  be  made  by  a  stranger  to  the  record  to 
refer  a  bill  for  scandal,  yet  it  was  not  called  for  by  the 
particular  application ;  the  order  of  Lord  Bacon  was  not 
referred  to,  and  although  the  learned  Judge  had  com- 
municated with  Lord  Etdon,  the  proposition  is  at  vari- 
ance with  his  reported  opinion  on  other  occasions. 

Upon  consideration,  I  think  that  a  person  not  a  party 
to  the  record  cannot  adopt  this  proceeding  without  spe- 
cial leave ;  he  requires  the  assistance  of  a  special  order, 
to  enable  him  to  prosecute  the  reference  with  effect,  and 
to  compel  the  party  whom  he  accuses  of  scandal  to 
prove  the  materiality  of  the  allegations  so  characterised ; 
and  I  think  that  the  order  now  in  question  ought  to  be 
discharged,  on  the  ground  of  its  having  been  obtained 

ex  parte. 

An 
(a)  4  Mad,  852. 
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An  application  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  discharge 
tbe  order  I  now  make,  or  to  give  the  solicitor  leave  to 
except,  with  such  special  assistance  as  a  person  not  a 
party  to  the  cause  may  require,  will  bring  the  whole 
queitioD  under  the  consideration  of  his  Lordship,  (a) 

{a)  Discharge  the  order  of  the  1 9th  of  Aprii^  but  without  costs. — 
R^Lib.  1841.  B.  675. 


1842. 
Williams 


DOCOLAS. 


RICHARDSON  v.  HORTON. 


March  24. 
April  26. 


^HIS  was  a  motion,  that  exceptions  exhibited  by  the  A  party, 

"*■  Plaintiff  to  the  Master's  separate  report  might  be  ^^i^^d  and 

taken  off  the  file ;  or  that  the  twelfth,  thirteenth,  and  served  the 

fourteenth  exceptions  might  be  expunged  for  irregularity,   confirm  the 

or  that  the  same  miirht  not  be  heard  or  micht  not  be  Master's  re- 

°  °  port,  may 

proceeded  on.  afterwards  file 

exceptions 
thereto;  and 
The  Plaintiffs,  on  the  22d  of  January  1842,  obtained   the  time 

an  order  ntsif  to  confirm  the  Master's  report,  whereby  it  ^^j^  JJJ^y  ^ 

was  ordered,  that  the  report  should  be  confirmed,  unless  <jone,  is  un- 

the  other  parties,  having  notice  of  the  order,  should,  ^hg  ^^der  to 

within  eight  days  after  such  notice,  shew  good  cause  to  confirm  abso- 

the  contrary.     This  order  was  served  on  the  Defendants  but  it  may  be 

limited  by  an 
order  nisi  ob- 
tained by  any  other  party  on  the  neglect  of  the  party  having  tbe  carriage  of  the 
report 

In  the  computation  of  time,  the  rules  which  prevail  in  the  Registrar's  office  and 
Six  Clerks'  office  are  different. 

Where  the  draft  report  is  altered,  upon  objections  carried  in  after  the  warrant  to 
sign,  new  objections  may  afterwards  be  carried  in,  and  exceptions  founded  thereon 
»e  regalar. 

Where  the  draft  report  has  been  varied  on  the  consideration  of  objections  dis- 
posed of  after  the  warrant  to  sign  is  attended,  it  is  competent  to  any  party,  before 
the  expiration  of  the  warrant  to  sign  the  report  on  the  objections,  to  carry  in  ob- 
jections to  new  matter  introduced  into  the  draft,  or  to  any  part  of  the  original 
draft,  which  has  been  affected,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  party,  by  any  alteration  made 
to  tbe  draft  by  way  of  addition  or  omission. 

G  4 
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1 842.        on  the  24th  of  January.     On  the  3 1st  of  the  same  month 

Ir'^^^''^^     the  Defendants  filed  exceptions,  and  on  the  same  dav 
Richardson  ^  r  ^  ^ 

V.  obtained  and  served  an  order  to  set  them  down.     The 

oRTON.  Qptiei.  ^as  served  on  the  3rd  of  Februan/y  and  the  ex- 
ceptions were  set  down  on  the  4th.  The  Plaintiffs  also 
took  exceptions,  and  on  the  1st  of  February  obtained  an 
order  to  set  them  down  to  come  on  with  the  Defendants' 
exceptions. 

In  support  of  that  part  of  the  motion  which  asked  that 
all  the  exceptions  might  be  taken  off  the  file,  it  was  con- 
tended first,  that  the  Plaintiffs,  having  obtained  an  order 
nisi  to  confirm  the  report,  were  not,  themselves,  at  li- 
berty to  except  to  the  report,  or  at  least  were  not  at 
liberty  to  do  so  without  leave.  Secondly,  that  if  they 
were  at  liberty  to  except,  they  were  bound  to  do  so 
within  eight  days  after  the  date  of  the  order,  when  they 
who  obtained  it,  of  course  had  notice  of  it. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Plaintiffs  relied  on  what  they 
stated  to  be  the  settled  practice  of  the  Court,  which  en- 
titles a  party  who  has  the  carriage  of  the  report  to  ob- 
tain an  order  nisi  to  confirm  the  report,  and  afterwards 
to  except  to  it;  and  which  entitles  any  party  to  except 
'  until  the  order  to  confirm  absolute  is  obtained. 

The  other  part  of  the  motion,  viz.,  that  the  twelfth, 
thirteenth,  and  fourteenth  exceptions  might  be  expunged 
for  irregularity,  depended  on  the  following  circum- 
stances :  — 

On  the  28th  of  May  1841,  the  Plaintiffs  regularly 
took  in  the  objections  on  which  the  first  eleven  excep- 
tions were  founded.  The  warrant  on  signing  the  report 
was  returnable  and  attended  on  the  7th  of  June.  On 
the  same  day  the  Defendants  left  their  objections,  and 

nothing 
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oothiog  could  be  done  till  the  objections  on  both  sides 
had  been  disposed  of.  Various  proceedings  took  place 
on  the  objections,  and  many  warrants  were  attended. 
lo  the  result  the  draft  of  the  report  was  varied.  Some 
new  matter  was  introduced,  and  the  references  to  an 
answer  and  to  an  affidavit,  which  were  contained  in  the 
draft  as  it  first  stood,  were  struck  out. 

The  Plaintiffi  then  took  in  objections,  on  which  their 
twelfth,  thirteenth,  and  fourteenth  exceptions  were 
foonded. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Koe^  for  the  motion,  cited 
Manners  v.  Bryan  (a),  and  Ex  parte  Bax.  {b) 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Rogers^  conlrdj  cited  2  DanieVs 
Pr.  944.  947.  Anon,  (c) 

Mr.  PembertoHj  in  reply. 

JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  will  inquire  into  the 
practice  before  giving  my  opinion. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  jip^n  ^e. 

The  books  of  practice  were  cited,  to  shew  that  the 
order  nisi  did  not  prevent  the  party  who  had  obtained 
it  from  excepting,  but  the  only  authority  referred  to  was 
an  anonymous  case  in  Moseleifs  Reports^  p.  305. 

That  case  was  Pollard  v.  Collins ;  and  it  appears  by 
the  Registrar's  Minute  book  {d)  that  on  a  motion  being 

made 

[tL)SSim.  147.;  and  1  M,^  ((f)  Extract  from  Registrar's 
1. 453.  Minute  Book. 

{h)  3  Vet,  sen.  388.  The  Lord  Chancellor. 

(c)  Motdey^  305.  Mr.  Thomas  Bennett. 

Mr. 
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made  for  an  act  to  be  done  by  the  Defendant  on  pay- 
ment of  money  reported  due  to  him,  the  Court  stated, 
that  both  sides  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  except  to  the 
report,  and  thereupon  the  Plaintiff  moved,  and  an  order 
was  made  to  confirm  the  report  nisi.  The  only  order 
entered  in  the  Registrar's  book  is  the  order  nisi  to  con- 
firm the  report  which  was  made  on  the  motion  of  the 
Plaintiff.  The  Defendant  afterwards  filed  exceptions, 
and  then  exceptions  were  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  on  whose 
motion  the  order  nisi  had  been  obtained.  Both  sets  of 
exceptions  were  set  down  to  be  heard ;  and  the  Defend- 
ant waving  one  of  his  exceptions,  it  was  referred  back 
to  the  Master  to  review  his  report  on  all  the  rest  of  the 
exceptions  on  both  sides. 


In  consequence  of  Its  being  entered  in  the  Registrar's 
Minute  Book,  that  both  sides  were  to  have  leave  to  ex- 
cept, this  is  not  a  clear  authority,  that  a  party  who  has 
obtained  the  order  nisi  may  nevertheless  except  without 
leave. 

I  have  therefore  made  inquiries  as  to  the  course  of 
practice,  and  the  information  which  I  have  received  is, 
that  a  Plaintiff  or  other  party  having  the  carriage  of  a 
report  has  always  been  allowed  to  obtain  an  order  nisi 
to  confirm  such  report,  and  afterwards  to  file  exceptions 
thereto.     And  as  to  the  time  within  which  this  may  be 

done. 


Mr.  Elde, 

Veneris  6*"  die 
Martis  1729. 
Pollard  ».  Collins.  —  Mr. 
Lutwychy  p,  quer,f  moves  that 
the  Defendant  may  forthwith 
transfer  to  the  Plaintiff  150 
shares  in  the  Welsh  Copper  Com- 
pany, on  payment  of  the  money 


reported  due  to  him,  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  may  be  discharged 
out  of  custody. 

Mr.  Solidtor'General,  for  the 
Defendant. 

Cur,  both  sides  to  be  at  li- 
berty to  except  to  the  report. 

Cur,  confirms  the  report  nisi 
on  motion  of  Mr.  Lutwych, 


HORTON. 
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ioatf  it  is  unlimited  till  the  order  to  confirm  absolute  is        1842. 
made,  but  it  may  be  limited  by  an  order  nisij  to  be  ob-  x^J^'^^^'^^ 
tained  by  any  other  party,  on  the  neglect  of  the  party  v. 

hmg  the  carriage  of  the  report. 

Such  being  the  course  of  practice,  which  I  have  no 
iQtiiority  to  alter,  I  can  make  no  order  on  that  part  of 
die  motion  which  asks  that  the  exceptions  may  all  of 
diem  be  taken  off  the  file. 

On  this  occasion,  it  has  become  unnecessary  to  con- 
nder  the  mode  of  computing  the  number  of  days  to 
elapse  between  the  service  of  the  order  nisi  and  the  time 
when  the  order  absolute  may  be  obtained.  Upon  the 
question,  however,  as  to  the  computation  of  time,  I 
find,  on  inquiry,  that  the  established  rules  which  pre- 
vail in  the  Registrar's  Office  and  in  *  the  Six  Clerks' 
Office  are  different  I  hope  that  a  proper  occasion  will 
be  found  to  reduce  them  to  uniformity  by  competent 
authority. 

The  other  part  of  the  motion,  which  asks  that  the 
twelfth,  thirteenth,  and  fourteenth  exceptions  may  be 
apanged  for  irregularity,  is  supported  by  an  allegation 
that  they  are  founded  on  objections  which  were  carried 
into  the  Master's  office  after  the  warrant  on  signing  the 
report  was  attended. 

Generally,  objections  are  not  to  be  taken  into  the 
Master's  office  after  the  warrant  on  signing  the  report 
bas  been  attended.  The  question  is,  whether  the  gene- 
nd  rule  is  to  be  applied,  under  such  circumstances  as 
took  place  in  this  case. 

I  find  that  there  has  been  some  difference  of  opinion 
upon  the  question,  whether,  even  under  these  circum- 
stances, 
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1842. 


Richardson 

V, 
HORTON. 


stances,  new  objections  migKt  be  carried  in :  but  tl 
justice  of  excluding  any  party  from  objecting  to 
matter  introduced  into  the  draft,  after  the  first  atteni 
on  the  warrant  to  sign,  appears  to  me  obvious ;  and 
of  opinion,  that  when  the  draft  report  has  been  ^ 
on  the  consideration  of  objections  disposed  of  aft< 
warrant  to  sign  was  attended,  it  is  competent  tc 
party,  before  the  expiration  of  the  warrant  to  sig 
report  on  the  objections,  to  carry  in  objections  tc 
matter  introduced  into  the  draft,  or  to  any  part  c 
original  draft  which  has  been  affected  to  the  prej 
of  the  party,  by  any  alteration  made  in  the  draft  b^ 
of  addition  or  omission. 


It  therefore  appears  to  me  that  this  motion  mi 
refused  altogether.  I  would  have  given  costs  if  the 
had  depended  wholly  on  the  first  point 


Afay  6. 


ANONYMOUS. 


The  Masters 
have  no  juris- 
diction, under 
the3&4>r.4. 
c.  94.  #.  13,, 
to  enlarge 
publication 
after  it  has 


*0  Y  the  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  94.  s.  13.  the  Masters  ir 
"*"^  dinary  are  to  hear  and  determine  all  applia 
for  enlarging  publication. 

In  this  case  publication  passed  on  the  15th  of  j 
and  a  warrant  being  taken  out  on  the  16ch,  the  ^ 
on  the  20th  had  enlarged  the  time  for  passing  pu 
tion. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and    Mr.  Kindcrsley,    for  the  sc 
parties. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls  referred  to  Carr  v.  Apple-        1842. 

mrdla);  and  said  that  the  Master  had  exceeded  his  iu-     ^"^^v^^^ 
.  i.  .         .       ./.  1  .11  1        1       .       ,.     Anonymous. 

nsdictioD;  that  if  the  motion  had  come  on  alone  he  should 

haTe  discharged  it  without  costs :  but  there  being  now  a 

cross  motion  to  enlarge  publication,  that  indulgence  must 

be  granted  on  payment  of  the  costs. 

(a)  2  MjfL  4-  Cr,  476. 


HUNTER  on  behalf  &c.  v.  CAPRON.  May  6. 

TN  Ncfoember  1825,  Mr.  Bradley  executed  a  creditor's  An  objection 

deed,   whereby   he   conveyed   certain   reversionary  duction  of 

property  to  the  Defendants  Capron  and  Duckett^  in  trust  documents 

for  the  scheduled  creditors.     TAv.  Temple  executed  the  perlyrai^dby 

deed,  as  a  creditor  for  the  sum  of  3012/.  the  Defend- 

ant s  answer, 
where  the  bill 

This  bill,  which  was  filed  by  the  PlaintiflF  on  behalf  J^^tiSon. 

of  himself  and  all  the  other  persons  entitled  under  the      Pending  ex- 

deed  against  Capron  and  Duckett  alone,  stated,  that  in  answer  foHn" 

October  1841,   Temple  had  assigned   his  debt  to  him,  sufficiency, 

the  PlaintifiF,  in  consideration  of  400/.     The  bill  charged  may  move  for 

in  the  usual  way  that  the  Defendants  had  in  their  pos-  the  production 
"^  '  of  documents 

session  documents  "  relatmg  to  the  matters  aforesaid,"  admitted  by 

and  asked  for  a  schedule ;    and  that  the  Defendants  [^In^DeTend^^ 

night  produce  and  leave  such  of  them  as  were  in  their  ant's  pos- 

possession  in  the  hands  of  their  clerk  in   Court,    for  **®®"®"* 

the  usual  purposes.  The  bill  prayed  that  the  deed  might 

be  carried  into  execution,  that  the  accounts  might  be 

taken,  and  for  payment. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  admitted  the  deed 
of  1825,  but  knew  nothing  of  the  alleged  assignment  from 

Temple 
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1842.  Temple  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  answer  set  out  a  schedul 
of  documents  relating  to  the  matters  in  the  bill  stated  o 
alleged ;  but  it  made  no  express  objection  to  their  pro 
duction.  The  Defendants,  however,  submitted  tba 
Temple  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit 

The  Plaintiff  took  exceptions  to  the  answer  for  insui 
ficiency ;  and  before  they  had  been  disposed  of,  he  gav 
notice  of  motion  for  the  production  of  the  document 
in  the  schedule. 

Mr.  Steeref  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  Schombergy  contra^  contended,  first,  that  the  Plain 
tiff  could  not  move  for  the  production  of  document 
admitted  in  the  answer,  while  exceptions  to  the  answe 
were  pending :  that  he  could  not  allege  in  the  same  courl 
and  at  the  same  time,  that  the  answer  was  insufBcien 
and  no  answer,  and  adopt  it  as  an  answer  for  the  pur 
pose  of  the  admission.  That  if  the  exceptions  succeeded 
a  further  answer  would  be  put  in,  and  a  second  motioi 
for  production  might  then  become  necessary,  on  furthe 
admission,  thus  rendering  two  applications  necessary. 

Secondly.  That  Temple^  the  assignor,  being  no  part; 
to  the  suit,  and  the  assignment  not  being  admitted  b; 
the  answer,  the  Plaintiff  was  in  the  situation  of  a  mer 
stranger,  and  had  no  right  to  the  inspection  of  docu 
ments  in  which,  in  the  present  state  of  things,  he  had  n< 
interest;  that  there  was  no  privity  between  the  Plaintiff  am 
the  Defendants,  and  that  therefore  the  Plaintiff  was  no 
entitled  to  a  production.  In  Adams  v.  Fisher  (a),  A.  an< 
other  parties  entided  to  a  testator's  estate,  by  power  o 
attorney,  appointed  B.  to  collect  and  manage  the  estate 

B.  employee 

(fl)  2  Keetu  754. ;  3  Myl.  8f  Craig,  526. 
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^employed  C,  a  solicitor,  for  that  purpose,  who  received 
the  assets,  and  after  deducting  the  amount  of  his  untaxed 
bill  of  costs,  paid  over  the  balance  to  B.  A.  filed  a  bill 
against  B.  and  C.  for  an  account,  and  for  the  delivery 
up  of  documents  relating  to  the  testator's  estate.  It  was 
held  at  the  Rolls  and  on  appeal  that  A.  was  not  entitled 
to  the  production  of  documents  relating  to  the  testator's 
estate,  though  admitted  by  C  to  be  in  his  possession. 

Thirdly.  That  the  Defendants,  being  trustees  for  the 
other  scheduled  creditors,  could  not  be  called  on  to 
produce  the  deed  and  documents  in  their  absence. 

Mr.  Stecrcy  in  reply.  The  exceptions  form  no  objec- 
tion to  the  production  of  the  documents,  {a)  As  to  the 
assignor  not  being  a  party,  that  is  not  raised  by  the 
answer  as  an  objection  to  the  production  of  the  docu- 
ments ;  however  he  will  be  made  a  party  by  amendment. 
It  is  necessary  that  the  deed  should  be  produced  to  give 
the  discovery  sought  by  the  bill,  of  whether  it  does  not 
contain  a  covenant  to  insure  the  life  of  the  debtor,  and 
vhich  by  his  death  has  become  very  important. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  the  exceptions  for  insufficiency  form  no 
objection  to  the  present  motion  ;  I  cannot  agree  that  an 
answer  is  to  be  taken  as  no  answer  on  the  mere  allegation 
of  its  insufficiency.  It  is  often  said  that  an  insufficient 
answer  is  no  answer,  and  that  may  be  true  for  some 
purposes ;  but  there  is  the  record  and  the  oath  of  the 
parties,  which  for  very  many  purposes  is  considered  an 
answer. 

The  other  point  is  attended  with  more  difficulty ;  and 

if  the  objection  had  been  raised  by  the  answer,  I  think  I 

must 
(a)  See  Lane  v.  Patd^  5  Beav.  66. 
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must  have  allowed  it.  The  answer  merely  submits  that 
Temple  is  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit ;  but  that  fact  is 
not  stated  as  an  objection  to  the  production  of  th^  do- 
cuments. I  think  that  if  it  had  been  so  stated,  I  must 
have  allowed  the  objection  ;  but,  under  the  circum- 
stances, I  must  make  the  order  for  the  production  of 
the  documents. 


A  further  question  arose,  in  this  cause,  under  the  fol- 
lowing circumstances  :  —  The  answer  being  filed  on  the 
16th  of  MarcAy  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  5th  of  Aprils  took 
exceptions  thereto,  and  on  the  16th  of  the  same  month 
obtained  the  usual  ex^parte  order  referring  them  to  the 
Master.  This  order  was  not  served  until  the  20th  of 
April, 

By  the  5th  Order  of  1828  (a)  it  is  ordered,  "That 
when  exceptions  taken  to  an  answer  for  insufficiency  are 
not  submitted  to,  the  Plaintiff  may,  at  the  expiration  of 
eight  days  after  the  exceptions  are  delivered,  but  not 
before,  unless  in  injunction  causes,  refer  such  answer 
for  insufficiency ;  and  if  he  do  not  refer  the  same  within 
the  next  six  days,  he  shall  be  considered  as  having 
abandoned  the  exceptions;  in  which  latter  case  such 
answer  shall  be  thenceforth  deemed  sufficient." 


On  the  23d  of  April  the  parties  attended  a  warrant 
upon  the  exceptions  before  Master  Brougham^  when  the 
Defendants'  counsel  objected  that  he  was  not  the  Mas- 
ter by  whom  the  matter  ought  to  be  heard.  The  ob- 
jection being  allowed,  the  parties  attended  a  further 
warrant  before  Master  Sefiior^  on  the  26th  of  Aprils 
when  it  was  objected  that  Master  Duckworth  was  the 

proper 
(a)  Ord.  Can.  6. 
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proper  Master;  and  that,  objection  being  allowed,  a  1842. 
warrant  was  taken  out  to  proceed  before  Master  Duch- 
worthy  returnable  on  the  28th  :  but  on  that  day  the 
Defendants  gave  notice  of  motion  to  discharge  the  order 
oFthe  16th  of  April  1842  with  costs,  on  the  ground  of 
irr^Iarity  in  its  service. 

Mr.  Sckombergy  in  support  of  the  motion.  It  has  been 
settled,  that  an  order  for  referring  an  answer  for  insuf- 
ficiency must  be  served  as  well  as  obtained  before  the 
expiration  of  the  six  days  allowed  by  the  5th  of  Lord 
b/ndkursfs  Orders ;  Peace  v.  Hodgson  (a) ;  Taylor  v. 
Harrison,  (b)  Carrying  the  order  in  the  Master's  office, 
tod  applying  for  a  warrant  to  proceed  on  it,  is  not  suf- 
ficient without  notice  to  the  Defendant ;  T^e  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Clack,  {c) 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  Sleere  contended  that  the 
Defendants,  by  their  conduct,  had  acquiesced  in  the  irre- 
gularity, if  any,  and  could  not  afterwards  complain  of 
it  In  Davis  v.  Franklin  (d)  it  was  held  that  where,  in 
a  proceeding  before  the  Master,  **  the  Defendant,  by  ac- 
quiescence  or  omission  to  object,  permits  the  other  party 
and  the  Master  to  proceed  as  if  he  did  acquiesce,  he 
comes  too  late  if  he  does  not  come  at  the  first  oppor- 
tunity to  complain  of  the  irregularity.'' 

And,  secondly,  that  there  was  no  necessity  to  come 
here  by  motion  to  set  aside  the  order  which  had  been 
regularly  obtained,  but  had  become  inoperative  in  con- 
sequence of  the  delay  of  the  Plaintiff  in  prosecuting 
il 

Mr. 

(a)  7  Sim.  347.       ,  (c)   I  Mt/l,  ^  Cr,  567. 

(6)  8  Sim.  21  ;  affirmed  1  Mt/L  {d)  2  Beav.  369. 

i  Cr.  274. 

Vol.  V.  H 
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1842^  ^  tAr.  Schombergi  in  reply.  Davis  v.  FranUin  is  an 
authority  for  the  Defendants ;  for,  so  far  from  acquiescing, 
the  Defendants  have  protested  against  the  irregularity 
of  the  proceedings  from  the  beginning,  and  have  taken 
the  objection  in  the  Master's  office,  {a) 

TTie  second  point  is  set  at  rest  by  the  cases  of  Peace 
V.  Hodgson  and  The  Aitormy^General  v.  Clack^  where 
the  motion  was  made  in  the  same  form,  and  was  granted 
both  by  the  Vice-Chancelior  and  upon  appeal. 

T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  order  of  the  16th  of  April  was  quite  r^ularly 
obtained,  and  if  it  had  been  served  on  the  19th  it  would 
have  been  valid,  but  unfortunately  it  was  not  served  till 
the  20th,  a  day  too  late. 

I  must  own  that  if  the  point  had  been  res  iniegroj  I 
should  not  have  thought  it  necessary  to  make  an  appli* 
cation  to  the  Court  to  discharge  the  order  of  reference,  for 
the  5th  Order  declares  that  the  Plaintiff  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  having  abandoned  his  exceptions  unless  he 
proceeds  within  a  certain  time ;  and  I  cannot  but  think 
that  if  it  had  been  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
Master,  that  under  the  General  Orders  the  Defendant 
was  entitled  to  have  his  answer  considered  sufficient ;  he 
would  have  seen  that  it  was  not  competent  for  him  to 
proceed  on  the  exception ;  however  such  applications  to 
discharge  the  orders  of  reference  have  been  made  be* 
fore,  and  orders  have  been  made  on  them,  which  have 
been  confirmed  on  appeal,  and  I  must  therefore  airt  od 
these  decisions.  They  are  perhaps  founded  on  this,  that 
there  being  a  positive  order  on  the  Master  to  proceed 

to 

(c)  See  Betke  v.  B'UhnHk^  5  £mr.  3ia 
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to  examine  the  su£Sciency,  it  is  not  for  him  to  decide 
whether  he  ought  to  proceed  on  it. 

A  series  of  blunders  seem  to  have  taken  place  with 
respect  to  the  Masters,  such  as  I  have  never  witnessed  ; 
but  I  do  not  think  that  the  Defendants  can  be  taken,  by 
their  attendance  before  the  Masters,  to  have  acquiesced 
in  the  proceedings.  In  Davis  v.  Franklin  there  had 
been  an  acquiescence  ail  through ;  and  if  I  had  found 
such  an  acquiescence  in  this  case  I  must  have  refused 
to  grant  the  motion  ;  but  seeing  there  is  none,  I  think 
1  am  bound  to  make  the  order  as  prayed,  and  with 
costs,  (a) 

(i)  Reversed  on  the  last  point  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  Dec.  8. 
1848. 


1842. 


FRY  V.  MANTELL. 


Afoy  S5. 


/\NE  of  the  Defendants  having  filed  his  answer^  the 
^  Plaintiff  took  one  exception  thereto  for  insuflS- 
ciency,  and  which  the  Master  allowed. 

The  Defendant  then  put  in  a  further  answer ;  where- 
upon the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order,  referring  the  answer 
luid  further  answer  for  insufficiency  on  thejirst^  second^ 
J^hf  and  twenty-sixth  exceptions. 

The  Defendant  now  moved  to  dismiss  the  order  for 
irregularity. 


One  ex* 

caption  having 
been  taken  to 
an  answer  was 
allowed,  and  a 
further  answer 
put  in,  the 
Plaintiff  re* 
ferred  back 
the  answer  on 
the  Jini,  se^ 
condt  &c.,  ex- 
ceptions. The 
order  was  dis* 
charged  tor 
irregularity, 
with  costs. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Rolt^  for  the  Defendant 


//2 


Mr. 
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Mr.  Keencj  contra. 


p^  JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  clearly  of  opinion  that 

Mantell.      the  order  was  irregular,  and  discharged  it  with  costs. 


Feb.  84. 

March  11. 

May  10. 

Bequest  of 
leaseholds  to 
A^  her  exe- 
cutors, admi- 
nistrators, and 
assigns,  for  her 
life.    Held  on 
the  context  to 
gire  a  life 
estate  only. 


MORRALL  V.  SUTTON. 


rriHIS  case,  reported  ante  {a\  was  now  redargued* 

Mr.  Pemberion,  Mr.  Kindersley^  and  Mr.  G.  BusseU^  as 
before,  contended,  that  Sarah  Calcott  took  a  life  estate. 
On  the  other  hand. 


Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Dixon  insisted,  that  under  the 
will  she  was  entitled  to  an  absolute  interest.  They  were 
also  desirous  that  a  case  should  be  sent  to  a  court  of 
law ;  and  cited  Sherratt  v.  Bentley  (b\  in  addition  to  the 
cases  referred  to  on  the  former  hearing. 

Mr.  Pembertonj  in  reply,  opposed  the  proposal  of 
having  a  case  sent  for  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law, 
contending  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  frame  one 
which  would  not  give  an  undue  advantage  to  the  other 
side.     He  referred  to  Clark  v.  Smith,  (c) 


Mardk  II.         ^^^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  still  remain  of  the  same  opinion  as  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  will;  but  there  appears  so  much  doubt,  that 

I  would 
(fl)  4  Beav.  478.  (c)  House  of  Lords,  5th    of 

lb)  2  Mtfl.  4-  K.  149.  August  1842. 
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I  woald  willingly  give  the  parties  a  case  for  the  opinion        1842. 
of  a  court  of  law ;  I  must,  however,  be  careful  not  to     *t!^^^^^^^ 

MORRALL 

send  such  a  case  as  would  give  either  party  an  advan-  v. 

tage. 


Sutton. 


77/e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  which  arose  in  this  case  depended  on  May  lo. 
the  construction  of  the  will  of  Edward  Lloyd.  After 
the  first  argument  I  expressed  my  opinion  that,  upon 
the  true  construction  of  the  will,  Sarak  Calcott  the 
younger  was  entided  to  an  estate  for  life  only  in  certain 
leasehold  estates.  I  stated  at  the  same  time  that  the 
case  appeared  to  me  to  be  subject  to  very  great  doubt. 
The  case  was  afterwards  re-argued ;  and  in  a  case  which 
appeared  to  me  attended  with  so  much  difficulty,  and  to 
depend  on  the  construction,  I  was  desirous,  if  practicable, 
to  obtain  the  assistance  of  a  court  of  law,  and  for  that 
purpose  to  state  a  case  in  such  manner  as  to  obtain  the 
opbion  of  a  court  of  law  upon  the  real  effect  of  the 
will. 

This  course  was  acceded  to  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendants, but  opposed  by  the  Plaintiff,  who  contended 
that  the  case  could  not  be  stated  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
reduce  the  question  to  a  mere  legal  question,  without 
prejudice  to  the  argument  which  might  be  advanced  in 
favour  of  his  construction. 

Upon  the  re-argument  I  saw  no  reason  to  change  my 
opinion  as  to  the  very  doubtful  construction  of  the  will, 
or  as  to  the  conclusion  which,  in  a  case  of  so  much  • 
doubt,  I  found  myself  bound  to  adopt ;  but  with  respect 
to  the  practicability  of  framing  a  case  which  might  not 
prejudice  either  party,  I  took  time  to  consider. 

H3  And 
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And  after  again  perusing  the  will,  and  considering  the 
case  which  has  been  drawn  by  the  Defendants,  and  the 
practicability  of  removing  ail  objections  to  it,  I  think 
that  on  the  whole  I  ought  to  make  a  decree  according 
to  the  opinion  I  have  myself  formed  upon  the  subject; 
and  admitting  the  case  to  be  very  doubtful,  it  is  a  satis- 
faction to  me  to  know  that  the  case  may  be  reconsidered 
before  another  judge,  who,  if  he  thinks  it  necessary  or 
proper,  may  himself  obtain  the  assistance  of  the  Judges 
of  a  court  of  common  law 


May  25. 


DAVIS  V.  PROUT. 


To  obtain  an 
order  under 
the  34th  Ge- 
neral Order  of 
AhgHMi  1841, 
it  is  necessary 
to  produce  an 
affidavit  that 
no  account 
&c.  is  sought 
against  the 
Defendant. 


tf^NE  of  the  Defendants  having  been  served  with  a 
^"^  copy  of  the  bill,  under  the  23d  Order  of  August 
1841, 

Mr.  BogerSf  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  moved,  under 
the  24th  General  Order  of  August  1841  (a),  for  an  order 
for  leave  to  make  an  entry  at  the  Six  Clerks'  Office  of  a 
memorandum  of  such  service,  and  of  the  time  when  such 
service  was  made.  A  question  was  raised  as  to  how  it 
should  be  made  to  appear  to  the  Court,  *^  that  no  ac- 
count, payment,  conveyance,  or  other  direct  relief  was 
sought  against  the  party  in  question. 


J^e  Master  of  ike  Rolls  said,  that  as  the  Plaintiff 
had  no  office-copy  of  the  bill  to  produce  to  the  Court, 
from  which  that  fact  would  appear,  the  only  way  in 
which  the  Court  could  know  it  was  by  an  affidavit,  which 
must  therefore  be  produced. 


(«)  Ord.Can,  171. 
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BATTY  V.  CHESTER.  -ftfoy  a5. 30. 

THIS  cause  came  before  the  Court  upon  a  general  A  bill  to  be 
demurrer  to  the  whole  bill.  rStyT 

first,  on  the  ^ 
The  bill  stated,  that  the  Plaintiff  became  accidentally  was  given  for 

acquainted  with  the  Defendant  Eleanor  Stder^  who  pre-  *"  immoral 
•     1    1     1  1.      1        1        ,  .  r        .  1       considerauon, 

vioosl;  had  lived  under  the  protection  of  various  gentle-  and,  secondly, 

men.    That  she  proposed  to  cohabit  with  the  Plaintiff,  nordrawn  Tn" 

but  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  should  make  a  provision  conformiiy 

for  her.    That  the  Plaintiff  unguardedly  assented  to  the  asreement 

said  proposal,  but  upon  the  express  condition  that  any  between  the 

proyision   that  he  should  make  for  her  should  cease  notbe'sus-' 

upon  her   quitting  him.     That,  in  alleged  pursuance  ^*"^p 

of  the  said  agreement,  the  said  E.  StUer  caused  an  inden-  has  authority 

lure  to  be  prepared  and  tendered  for  the  Plaintiff's  sisr-  '®  relieve 

^    ^  ^  o     against  an  m- 

natare;  and  that  he,  acting  under  the  influence  and  stiument, 

persuasion  of  the  said  E.  Suter^  executed  the  same.    The  Jhoughf^al 

bill  then  alleged  that  the  deed  was  executed  previous  upon  the  face 

to  any  improper  connection  having  taken  place;  and  fact  executed 

that  the  only  consideration  for  the  same  was  the  pro-  fo»* «"  illegal 

1    I  .      .  1      -TM  .     ./*•  *""  immoral 

spective  cohabitation  to  be  had  between  the  Plaintiff  and  purpose. 

the  said  R  Suter;  and  that  the  same  was,  as  the  Plain-      ^"J  "^^^^^ 
*  'a  party  to  the 

tiff  was  advised,  wholly  void.  illegal  or  im- 

moral pur- 
poses comes 
The  bill  then  set  forth  the  indenture,   which  was  himself  to  be 

dated  the  1st  of  May  1841,  and   made  between  the  the  obligation 

Plaintiff  of  the  first  part,  E.  Suter  of  the  second  part,  ^^  has  con- 

J  ^,1.    .  ..         ^.  .      tractedin 

and  two  trustees  of  the  third  part,  whereby,  after  merely  respect  of  it, 

recitini?   *^e  roust  dis- 
reciung   ^jnctly  and 

exclusively 
<tate  such  grounds  of  relief  as  the  Court  can  legally  attend  to;  he  must  not  accom- 
pany bis  claim  to  relief,  which  may  be  legitimate,  with  claims  and  complaints  which 
are  contaminated  with  the  original  immoral  purpose. 

H  4 
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reciting  that  the  Plaintiff  had  determined  to  make  a 
provision  for  the  said  E.  Suter,  and  had  for  that  pur- 
pose agreed  to  enter  into  the  covenants  thereinafter 
contained,  the  Plaintiff  covenanted  to  pay  the  trustees 
an  annuity  of  300Z.  a  year  during  the  joint  lives  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  said  E.  Suter^  in  trust  for  the  said 
E,  StUeVy  and  also  to  keep  up  certain  policies  of  assur- 
ance for  6000/.  for  her  benefiu 


The  bill  stated  that  the  deed  so  executed  was  not  in 
conformity  with  the  actual  agreement  made  between  (he 
Plaintiff  and  the  said  E.  Suter^  inasmuch  as  the  pro- 
vision was  to  cease  upon  the  said  E.  Suter  ceasing  to 
cohabit  with  the  Plaintiff;  that  the  deed  was  ob- 
tained from  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  ignorant  of  the  effect 
thereof,  and  who  never  agreed  or  intended  to  execute 
any  deed  to  the  effect  of  the  deed  of  the  1st  of  May 
1841.  The  bill  further  stated,  that  after  the  execution 
of  the  deed  E,  Suter  cohabited  and  lived  with  the 
Plaintiff  until  the  month  of  December  1841,  when  she 
placed  herself  under  the  protection  of  another  gentle- 
man; and  that,  by  the  conduct  of  E.  Suter,  the  Plaintiff, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement  entered  into 
between  him  and  E.  Suter,  became  wholly  released 
from  every  legal  and  other  obligation  towards  the  said 
jB.  Suter,  That  E.  Suter,  relying  on  the  omissions  and 
inaccuracies  contained  in  the  deed,  had  insisted  on  the 
Plaintiff  continuing  to  pay  the  annuity  or  yearly  sum 
of  300/.,  and  on  his  keeping  up  the  policies  for  her  be- 
nefit; and  that  she  had  instigated  and  persuaded  the 
trustees  to  take  proceedings  at  law  upon  the  deed  to 
compel  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  annuity, 
and  to  keep  on  foot  the  policies. 


It  stated  that  the  trustees  had  commenced  an  action  at 
law  on  the  deed  against  the  Plaintiff  for  recovery  of  the 

annuity ; 
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annuity;  and  it  charged  that  the  deed  was  voluntary  and 
for  an  immoral  consideration,  and  was  void,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  executed  the  deed  in  ignorance  of  the  effect  of 
the  same,  and  that  the  same  ^as  represented  to  be  in 
accordance  with  the  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
Plaintiff,  though  the  same  was  contrary  to  the  fact. 

The  bill  prayed  *'  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the 
said  deed  was  in  equity  void,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
not  liable  thereon,  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  deli- 
Tered  up  to  be  cancelled  ;"  and  for  an  injunction. 


1842. 
Batty 

V, 

Chester. 


To  this  bill  the  Defendants  put  in  a  general  demurrer 
for  want  of  equity. 

Mr.  Pembcrton  and  Mr.  Shadwellj  in  support  of  the 
demurrer,  argued,  first,  that  if  the  deed  were  given 
pro  turpi  causa,  the  Plaintiff  might  have  relief  at  law; 
Walker  v.  Perkins  (a) ;  and  that  there  was  no  necessity 
to  have  recourse  to  this  Court  for  relief.  Secondly, 
that  a  party  to  the  immoral  contract  could  not  come 
into  this  Court  to  set  it  aside,  and  no  case  existed  where 
the  party  himself  had  obtained  relief.  In  MatlAew  v. 
Hanbwy  (b)  the  bill  was  by  the  executor,  and  the  Court 
said,  **  Though  where  the  party  himself,  who  was  the 
person  culpable,  comes  to  be  relieved,  the  Court  may 
justly  refuse  to  interpose ;  yet,  where  the  Plaintiff  is  an 
executor  only,  as  in  the  principal  case,  that  varies  the 
mattery"  Bainham  v.  Manning. {c)  In  Francos. Bolton {d) 
a  bill  was  filed  for  a  similar  purpose  as  the  present,  and 
a  general  demurrer  thereto  was  allowed ;  and  so  in 
Gray  v.  Mathias  {e\  and  Dillon  v.  Jones,  (g) 


{a)  3  Burr.  1569. 
{b)  2  Vem.  187. 
(c)  IM.  241. 


Thirdly 

(e/)  5  Vet.  36A. 
(0  5  Ves.  286. 
(g)  Cited  5  Vet.  290. 
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Thirdly^  the  case  made  by  the  bill  is,  that  the  deed  is 
not  in  conFormity  with  tlie  agreement,  and  prays  a  de- 
claration that  the  deed  is  void  in  equity,  so  that  the 
relief  required  will  be  tq  reform  a  deed  between  a  man 
and  his  mistress.  **  This  Court  will  not  be  a  court  to 
examine  such  matters ; "  Bodly  v. (a) 


Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Beavan^  in  support  of  the 
bill,  argued,  first,  that  whatever  might  have  been  the 
law  formerly,  it  was  now  clearly  settled,  that  unless  the 
invalidity  of  a  deed  appeared  on  the  face  of  it,  this 
Court  had  jurisdiction  and  authority  to  order  it  to  be 
delivered  up.  That  here  the  nature  of  the  transaction 
and  its  invalidity  did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
deed,  so  that  in  a  court  of  law  it  would  appear  valid. 
Secondly,  that  if  an  executor  could  come  into  Court  to 
have  such  a  deed  set  aside,  there  was  no  reason  why  the 
party  whom  he  represented  should  not  have  the  same 
right.  That  Mattheis^  v.  Hanbury  did  not  decide  the  con- 
trary; and  that  in  IVhaley  y.  Norton  {b)^  which  was  a 
bill  instituted  by  a  party  himself,  and  was  decided  on  a 
point  of  pleading,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  admitted^ 
that  if  the  facts  had  been  properly  charged  in  the 
bill,  ^^  he  thought  it  reasonable  the  Court  should  re* 
lieve.'*  In  Bolnnson  v.  Cox  {c)  relief  was  given  in  a 
case  like  the  present.  Lord  Hardwicke  there  admits 
the  jurisdiction :  he  observed,  ^^  In  the  case  of  the 
Marchioness  of  Annandale  v,  Harris  {d)  it  was  ad- 
mitted upon  the  argument  (for  I  was  of  counsel  lioth 
here  and  in  the  House  of  Lords),  that  if  Mrs.  Harris  had 
been  a  lewd  woman,  or  a  common  whore,  there  would 
have  been  relief  against  the  security  ;  but  ns  she  was 

a  modest 


(a)  2  Ch.  Ca.  15. 
(6)  1  Veni.  483. 
(c)  9  Mod.  263. 
(rf)    1    Eq,   Ca.   Ab.   51.    87 


1  B,  P.  C,  250.,  2  P.  W.  432. ; 
see  also  Crayy.Rooke,  Forrester ^ 
153. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  107 

a  modest  woman  until  debauched,  the  Court  decreed  1842. 
ber  the  benefit  thereof  as  pretium  pudoris ;  and  the 
late  Marquis  was  neither  a  young  gentleman  nor  a 
doting  old  one,  but  a  very  sensible,  shrewd  man.  And 
the  ground  wherefore  the  Court  relieves  against  these 
securities  is  from  a  presumption,  that  as  women  of  the 
town  are  full  of  design  and  artifices  to  impose  upon 
people,  that  they  therefore  do  make  use  of  such  arti- 
fices, and  are  guilty  of  some  fraud  or  imposition  in 
getting  such  notes ;  and  this  presumption  is  made  from 
general  principles  of  policy,  to  discountenance  the  of- 
fence, and  to  destroy  the  credit  of  such  securities  :  and, 
therefore,  to  prevent  women  of  the  town  taking  any 
advantage  of  their  artifices,  the  Court  says,  such  a 
general  presumption  shall  run  against  them,  that  they 
may  take  no  advantage  of  such  securities."  Franco  v. 
Bdim  was  after  a  verdict  at  law,  in  which  the  Plaintiff 
might  have  had  the  benefit  of  the  objection ;  and  in  Gray 
T.  MaikiaSi  the  first  bond  was  held  valid,  and  the  ob- 
jecdon  to  the  second  appeared  on  the  face  of  it ;  there 
was, therefore,  no  necessity  for  coming  into  equity;  it 
was,  therefore,  like  the  case  of  Simpson  v.  Lord  How- 
den,  (a)  That  the  Court,  in  many  instances,  interfered, 
on  public  grounds,  at  the  instigation  of  one  who  was 
particeps  criminisj  as  in  cases  usurious  and  gaming 
securides  and  of  marriage  brocage-bonds.  {b) 

Mr.  Pemberionj  in  reply. 

ne  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  look  into  the  cases  before  I  decide,  and  I  must 
consider  whether  the  Plaintiff  can  have  any  relief  in- 
dependent of  them. 

If 

(a)  1  Kten^  585.,  and  3  M^i.  (b)  1  Mad,  Ch,  285. 
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1842.  If  this  bill  should  appear  founded  on  this,  that  the 

instrument  executed  is  not  in  conformity  with  the  con- 
tract, which  is  illegal,  I  do  not  think  that  any  relief  can 
be  had  on  it;  but  if  it  be  considered  as  entitled  to  relief 
only  because  it  is  altogether  illegal,  if  that  be  the  only 
ground,  then  the  case  will  require  other  consideration. 
A  decision  on  the  first  ground  against  the  Plaintiff  would 
not  prevent  him  from  obtaining  some  other  relief. 


May  30.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  bill  prays,  that  a  deed,  dated  the  1st  ot  May 
1841,  may  be  declared  to  be  in  equity  void,  and  may 
be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled ;  and  that  the  Defend- 
ants, the  trustees  named  in  the  deed,  may  be  restrained 
from  prosecuting  an  action  against  the  Plaintiff.  The 
bill  states,  in  substance,  that  the  Plaintiff  formed  an 
illicit  connection  with  a  woman  of  immoral  conduct ; 
that,  with  a  view  to  that  connection,  and  in  consider- 
ation of  prospective  cohabitation,  he  agreed  to  make  a 
provision  for  her  during  the  cohabitation,  but  no  longer; 
that  the  deed,  which  was  prepared,  and  which  he  exe- 
cuted, was  so  framed  as  to  secure  a  permanent  pro- 
vision for  the  woman,  and  was,  in  that  respect,  contrary 
to  the  Plaintiff's  agreement;  that  sometime  after  the 
execution  of  the  deed  the  woman  left  the  Plaintiff  to 
live  with  another  man ;  that  by  such  her  conduct,  the 
Plaintiff,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  be- 
came wholly  releasetl  from  every  obligation  to  her ;  but 
that  she,  relying  on  the  inaccuracies  in  the  deed,  had 
prevailed  on  the  trustees  to  proceed  at  law  against  the 
Plaintiff,  to  compel  him  to  perform  his  covenants.  The 
Plaintiff  complains  of  this;  and  in  a  letter  to  the  woman, 
which  he  has  set  out  in  his  bill,  he  alleges  that 
**  reciprocity  was  a  positive  and  substantial   essential" 

of 
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of  the  arrangement.      The   meaning   of  this  and   the 
grounds  of  complaint  are  obvious ;  and  although  the 
Plaintiff  has  occasionally,  in  the  course  of  his  bill,  stated 
the  deed  to  be  voluntarily  made  for  an  immoral  con- 
sideration, and  void,  yet  it  is  plain  that  the  bill  and  the 
Plaintiff's  title  to  relief  rests,  in  part  at  least,  upon  the 
supposed  injustice  of  his  being  required  to  perform  his 
covenants  after  he  has  lost  the  consideration  for  which 
he  entered  into  them.     In  substance,  the  Plaintiff  al- 
leges, that  he  ought  not  to  be  required  to  perform   his 
covenants,  because  he  has  lost  the  cohabitation,  —  the 
reciprocity,  that  is,  the  immoral  connection  or  services 
which  the  woman  agreed  to  afford  him.     The  bill  does 
not  appear    to  me  to    be  quite   consistent  with  itself. 
When  the  Plaintiff  alleges,  that  by  the  woman's  con- 
duct he  has  been  released  from  all  obligation  to  her, 
must  he  not  be  considered  as  saying,  that  if  she  had 
pursued  a  different  conduct,  that  is,  if  she  had    not 
ceased  to  live  an  immoral  life  in  connection  with  him, 
there  would  have  been  a  valid  and  subsisting  obligation, 
or,  in  other  words,  that  the  agreement  would  not  have 
been  void  ? 

I  reserved  this  case  for  the  purpose  of  looking  at  the 
cases  which  were  cited,  not  from  any  doubt  which  I 
entertained  as  to  the  result.  I  consider  that  this  Court 
has  authority  to  relieve  against  an  instrument  which, 
although  legal  upon  the  face  of  it,  was  in  fact  executed 
for  an  illegal  and  immoral  purpose :  but  where  a  party 
to  the  illegal  or  immoral  purpose  comes  himself  to  be 
relieved  from  the  obligation  he  has  contracted  in  respect 
of  it,  he  must  state  distinctly  and  exclusively  such 
grounds  of  relief  as  the  Court  can  legally  attend  to ;  he 
must  not  accompany  his  claim  to  relief,  which  may  be 
legitimate,  with  claims  and  complaints  which  are  con- 
taminated with  the  original  immoral  purpose. 

In 
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1842.  In  this  bill  the  Plaintiff  claims  relief,  in  part  at  least, 

upon  the  ground  that  he  is  released  from  his  obligation 
by  the  woman  having  ceased  to  live  an  immoral  life  in 
connection  with  him ;  ^and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  upon  a 
bill  so  framed  the  Plaintiff  can  have  no  relief.  Let  the 
demurrer  be  allowed. 


May  8SL  Tlie  Baron  De  FEUCHERES  v.  DAWES. 

Pending  a  liti>  HPHE  bill  was  filed  by  the  husband  of  the  Baroness  De 

admini^  ^  JR?ttc//e/e5,  deceased,  against  her  alleged  next  of  kin, 

tration  in  the    and  in  effect  stated,  that  under  the  settlement,  made  in 

Court,  a*biU     ^^^  French  form,  -on  the  marriage  of  the  Plaintiff  with 

was  filed  pray-  xh^  Jate  Baroness,  the  Plaintiff  was,  by  survivorship, 
mg  a  receiver,  r  i  .        -r 

and  that  upon  entitled  to  such  part  ot  .the  property  ot  his  wife   as 

theadminis-      j^^j   ^^^^  brought  into  the  settlement;  that   she  died 

trator  being  ^  ' 

appointed  and  domiciled  in  England^  leaving  very  considerable  other 

the*Court  ^^  personal  estate ;  and   that   the    Plaintiff    was   advised, 

the  rights  of     that,  as  her  surviving  husband,  he  was  entitled  to  the 

might  be  de-     whole  of  her  moveable  property,  and  to  have  admini- 

clared,and  the  stration  granted  of  her  estate  and  effects, 
estate  admi-  ° 

nistered:  a  de- 
murrer to  the        j^  sXsLitA  that  ihe  right  to  the  administration  was  in 
latter  part  of  ° 

the  relief  was    litigation  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  between  the  Plain- 
a  owe  .  ^j£p  ^^ J  ^j^^  Defendants,  and  it  prayed,  that,  pending  the 

said  proceedings  in  the  Spiritual  Court,  the  personal 
estate  and  effects  of  the  said  Sophia  Baroness  De 
Fetichires  might  be  secured  by  this  Court,  and  that  a 
receiver  thereof  might  be  appointed,  by  and  under  the 
order  and  decree  of  this  Court,  with  directions  to  get  in 
the  outstanding  estate  of  the  said  Sophia  Baroness  De 
FeuchereSj  and  that  the  same  might  be  paid  into  Court, 

and 
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and  invested  and  secured;  and  that  the  Defendants  1842. 
might  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  receiving  and 
intermeddling  therewith;  and  that  upon  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  legal  personal  representative  of  the  said  Sophia 
Baroness  De  FeuckereSf  and  upon  such  representative 
being  brought  before  the  Court,  the  rights  of  all  parties 
to  the  said  estate  of  the  said  Sophia  Baroness  De 
Fmcheres  might  be  ascertained,  and  declared  by  and 
under  the  order  and  decree  of  this  Court,  and  that 
the  same  might  be  applied  in  a  due  course  of  adminis- 
tratioD. 

A  Receiver  had  been  appointed  in  the  cause. 

The  Defendants  demurred  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as 
aooght,  that  upon  the  appointment  of  a  legal  personal 
representative  of  Sophia  Baroness  De  Feucheres^  and 
upon  such  representative  being  brought  before  the 
Court,  the  rights  of  all  parties  to  the  estate  of  Sophia 
Baroness  De  Feuchires  might  be  ascertained,  and  de- 
dared  by  and  under  the  order  and  decree  of  the  Court, 
and  that  the  same  might  be  applied  in  a  due  course  of 
administration ;  but  they  answered  the  rest  of  the  bill. 

The  demurrer  now  came  on  for  argument. 

Mr,  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Glasse,  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer. The  form  of  this  bill  is  wholly  unauthorized 
by  authority,  {a)  It  asks  relief  in  respect  of  a  state  of 
circumstances  which  may  never  exist.  The  decision  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  will  determine  the  questions  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  it  may  be  wholly  unnecessary  for 
this  Court  to  make  any  decision  on  the  matter.  The 
Defendants  have  demurred  for  this  reason,  and  because 

they 
(fl)  See  Frowd  v.  Baker,  4  Beav.  76. 


112 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1842. 


they  are  unwilling  to  incur  the  expense  of  going  into 
evidence  on  those  points  of  relief  now  demurred  to. 

Mr.  Pembertoti  and  Mr.  Beavan^  in  support  of  the 
bill.  No  decision  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  will  de- 
termine the  rights  between  these  parties.  The  only 
thing  which  will  be  there  determined  will  be  the  right  to 
administration ;  and  the  question  as  to  the  right  to  the 
properly  under  the  French  settlement,  and  the  efiect 
of  the  divorce,  must  afterwards  inevitably  have  to  be 
decided  in  this  Court.  The' decision  may  even  be  dif- 
ferent in  the  two  courts,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  French 
divorce  alluded  to  in  the  bill,  and  also  as  to  the  question 
of  domicile.  If  the  next  of  kin  be  entitled  to  the  general 
residue,  still  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  property 
brought  into  settlement.  It  is  a  mere  question  of  con- 
venience, and  it  will  be  manifestly  more  convenient  and 
less  expensive  to  raise  the  questions,  which  must  inevit- 
ably arise  between  the  parties,  in  the  present  form,  than 
to  render  a  new  independent  bill  necessary  on  the 
appointment  of  an  administrator. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  in  reply.  If  the  Plaintiff  succeeds  in 
obtaining  administration  by  virtue  of  his  marital  right 
he  will  be  accountable  to  no  one ;  then  what  rights  will 
there  be  to  determine?  This  is  a  mere  prospective  bill. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  bill  has  two  objects,  —  first,  to  protect  the  pro- 
perty during  the  litigation  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court, 
and  until  the  appointment  of  a  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative. That  object  has  been  attained,  and  is  by  no 
means  objected  to.  The  second  object  is  to  have  the 
rights  of  the  parties  to  the  property  determined  after 
the  legal  personal  representative  should  be  appointed; 

that 
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that  is,  to  have  the  rights  of  parties  not  now  known        1 842. 
or  existing  determined,  there  being  no  means  of  know-     ^"^^'"^ 
iog  whether  the  legal  personal  representatives,  when  they    FsucHiRBs 
have  been  appointed,  and  have  possessed  the  property,       Dj^J|^ 
will  not  properly  distribute  it,   and  it  being  at  this 
moment  totally  unknown  whether  they  will  make' any 
resistance  whatever  to  the  demands  made  on  it. 

If  the  fate  of  this  demurrer  depended  on  the  question 
whether  the  right  to  the  property  could  be  decided  by  a 
determination  of  the  right  to  the  representation;  or 
whether  it  would  not  become  necessary,  after  the  right 
to  administration  had  been  decided,  to  have  the  right  to 
the  property  discussed  here,  and  to  have  evidence  en- 
tered into  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  who  are  the 
parties  entitled,  I  think  then  that  this  demurrer  would 
not  succeed ;  but  it  does  not  depend  on  that.  The 
question  is,  whether  this  bill  is  not  now  asking  for 
something  which  this  Court  cannot  grant  against  par- 
ties not  now  known  to  exist,  and  in  truth,  not  now 
existing,  since  their  character  has  not  been  determined, 
ud  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  information  whatever, 
whether,  when  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  has  appointed 
an  administrator,  he  will  refuse  to  administer  the  estate 
in  a  manner  in  perfect  conformity  with  the  rights  of 
all  the  parties.  It  may  be  quite  necessary  hereafter 
to  go  into  all  the  evidence  which  the  PlaintiiF  seems  now 
desirous  of  going  into,  and  it  may  become  necessary  to 
have  an  adjudication  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the 
property,  but  the  necessity  for  so  doing  does  not  now, 
iQ  any  degree,  appear.  I  think  therefore  that  this 
demurrer  must  be  allowed. 


NoTt.— See  Lowe  v.  Farlie^  2  Mad.  105.;  and  Wood  v.  HUck^ 
iH9^5Beavan,S04. 

Vol.  v.  / 
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EVANS  i;.  BROWN. 


A  testator 
died  without 
heirs,  seised  of 
freeholds 
which  he  had 
not  charged 
with  his  debts. 
Held,  that  as 
against  the 
lord  claiming 
bv  escheat, 
they  were 
assets  for  the 
payment  of 
the  testator's 
debts. 

Whether 
such  freeholds 
are  liable  to 
the  debts  in 
priority  lo  or 
pari  pauu 
with  lands 
specifically  de- 
vised, qwsre. 


THOMAS  LLEWELLYN  PARRY,  by  his  will 
dated  the  16th  of  June  1834,  after  devising  an 
estate  in  Cardigan  to  Thomas  Pan-y  Thomas^  gave  all 
his  other  real  estates  in  Cardigan,  Carmarthen,  or  else- 
where to  Judith  Parry  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  sons  of  Judith  Parry  in  tail  male,  with 
remainder  to  the  daughters  of  Judith  Parry  as  tenants 
in  common  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of 
the  testator. 

The  testator  died  on  the  1 3th  oi  November  1836.  He 
left  no  heir-at-law,  and  a  creditor's  suit  having  been  in- 
stituted, and  the  usual  accounts  having  been  taken, 
under  a  decree  dated  the  4th  of  August  1837,  it  ap- 
peared by  the  report  of  the  10th  of  June  1839,  that  the 
personal  estate  was  insufficient  for  payment  of  the  tes- 
tator's debts  ^nd  ^^^^  the  testator  died  seised  of  several 
estates  in  the  counties  of  Cardigan  and  Carmarthen, 
other  than  the  estate  devised  to  Thomas  Parry  Thomas. 


The  Attorney-General  was  a  Defendant  to  the  cause, 
and  when  it  came  on  to  be  heard  for  further  directions, 
on  the  10th  oi  July  1839,  the  will  was  established,  and  it 
was  declared,  that  the  reversion  of  the  testator^s  real 
estates  by  his  will  expressed  to  be  devised  to  his  own 
right  heirs,  was  the  primary  fund  applicable,  in  aid  of 
his  personal  estate,  in  payment  of  his  debts ;  and  liberty 
was  given  to  the  PlaintiiFs  to  make  such  application  to 
the  Crown  as  they  should  be  advised,  relating  to  such 


reversion. 


According 
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According  to  the  leave  thus  given,  a  memorial  was 
presented  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  stating  the  re- 
version had  escheated  and  devolved  to  her  Majesty, 
and  prajring  a  grant  thereof,  to  the  end  that  the  same 
might  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied,  in  aid  of  the 
testator's  personal  estate,  in  satisfaction  of  his  debts. 

In  consequence  of  this  memorial,  and  under  a  war- 
rant duly  issued,  an  inquisition  was  taken  on  the  7th  of 
August  18S9,  and  tliereupon  it  was  found,  that  the  tes- 
tator was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  seised  in  fee  simple 
o(  or  otherwise  well  entitled  to,  the  several  estates 
therein  mentioned  and  described,  and  that  the  rever- 
sion thereof  in  fee,  expectant  on  the  death  without  issue 
^Judith  Parryi  devolved  unto  his  late  Majesty,  and 
had  since  descended  and  then  belonged  to  her  present 
Majesty  in  right  of  her  Crown,  and  had  been  seised 
into  the  bands  of  the  Crown. 

The  Crown  afterwards,  in  January  1840,  granted  the 
reversion  to  the  four  first  named  Defendants  in  this 
cause,  on  trust  to  sell  the  same,  as  this  Court  should 
direct,  and  stand  possessed  of  the  purchase-money,  on 
trust  to  pay  certain  costs  and  expenses,  and  then  in 
trust  to  apply  the  monies  to  arise  from  the  sale,  in  such 
luanner  as  this  Court  should  direct,  in  aid  of  the  tes- 
tator's personal  estate,  for  payment  of  his  debts,  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  the  reversion  had  not  escheated. 


1842. 


This  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  trusts 
of  that  grant  carried  into  execution ;  and  it  was  alleged, 
that  the  suit  had  become  necessary,  in  consequence  of 
the  Defendant  Edward  Hamlyn  Adams  claiming  to  be 
entitled  to  the  reversion  of  such  of  the  estates  in  ques- 
tion as  were  situate  in  the  county  of  Cardigan,  as  the  lord 
of  certain  manors,  under  which  the  estates  were  held ; 
I  2  and 
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and  the  bill  charged,  that  Mr.  Adams  sometimes  alleged, 
that  the  reversion  of  these  estates  had  escheated  to  him 
discharged  of  the  testator's  debts,  and  sometimes  alleged, 
that  the  testator's  personal  estate  was  not  insufficient  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts. 

The  Defendant  AdamSj  by  his  answer,  stated  that  on 
the  18th  of  December  1829,  the  two  manors  of  Gun/n^ 
ioneth  Iskerdin^  and  Caerwedros  were  granted  to  him 
in  fee  by  the  Crown ;  that  part  of  the  real  estates  of  the 
testator  were  held  of  the  said  respective  manors,  and 
that  certain  mortuaries  and  chief  rents  were  payable  to 
him  as  lord  of  the  said  manors ;  that  the  mortuaries 
and  some  arrears  of  chief  rents  were  due  to  him,  and  he 
submitted  that  the  same  ought  to  be  paid  to  him,  out  of 
the  sums  received  and  paid  into  court  by  the  Receiver. 
He  then  submitted,  that  he,  as  lord  of  the  two  manors, 
was  entitled  to  the  reversion  in  fee  expectant  on  the 
death  without  issue  of  Judith  Parry ^  of  and  in  such  parts 
of  the  aforesaid  hereditaments  mentioned  to  be  devised 
to  her,  as  were  held  of  the  said  respective  manors.  He 
insisted,  that  the  reversion  now  vested  in  him,  was  not 
applicable,  at  all,  to  the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts, 
and  that  if  the  same  were  so  applicable,  it  was  only  so,  in 
case  the  devised  estates  of  the  said  testator  and  the  other 
reversions  granted  by  the  Crown  in  trust  for  the  credi- 
tors, should  be  found  insufficient.  And,  finally  the  De- 
fendant, Mr.  Adamsy  insisted  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  no 
equity  against  him. 

The  parties  admitted  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  cre- 
ditors of  the  testator,  and  that  the  Defendant  Adams  was 
grantee  from  the  Crown  of  the  two  manors  of  Gwy^ 
nioneth  Iskerdin^  and  Caerwedros  ;  but  it  did  not  appear 
to  be  ascertained  or  admitted,  which  of  the  lands  devised 
to  Judith  Parry  for  life,  were  comprised  in  those  two 
manors. 

By 
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By  the  3  &  4  fK  4.  c.  104.,  afler  reciting,  <«  that  it  1842. 
was  expedient  that  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  all  per- 
sons should  be  secured,  more  effectually  than  was  done 
by  the  laws  then  in  force,"  it  was  enacted,  that  when  any 
person  should  die  seised  of,  or  entitled  to  any  estate  or 
interest  in  lands,  **  which  he  should  not,  by  his  last  will, 
have  charged  with  or  devised  subject  to  the  payment  of 
bis  debts,  the  same  should  be  assets,  to  be  administered 
in  coarts  of  equity,  for  the  payment  of  the  just  debts  of 
such  persons,  as  well  debts  due  on  simple  contract  as 
on  specialty ;  and  that  the  heir  or  heirs-at-Iaw,  custo- 
mary heir  or  heirs,  devisee  or  devisees,  of  such  debtor 
should  be  liable  to  all  the  same  suits  in  equity,  at  the 
wit  of  any  of  the  creditors  of  such  debtor,  whether 
creditors  by  simple  contract  or  by  specialty,  as  the  heir 
or  heirs-at-law,  devisee  or  devisees  of  any  person  or  per- 
sons who  died  seised  of  freehold  estates,  was  or  were, 
before  the  passing  of  that  act,  liable  to,  in  respect  of 
such  freehold  estates,  at  the  suit  of  creditors  by  specialty 
in  which  the  heirs  were  bound." 

Mr.G.  Twner  and  Mr.  Pitman^  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  the 
sopplenaental  suit,  who  were  creditors  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  W.  Hislop  Clarke,  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs in  the  original  suit. 

^T.Spence  and  Mr.  fVood^  for  the  infant  T.P.  Thomas. 

Mr.  K.  Parker  and  Mr.  Beoir,  for  R.  L.  LUyd  and 
J- Pony. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bates^  for  E.  H.  Adams. 
i^e  lord's  estate  by  escheat  is  quite  independent  of  the 
^te  of  the  tenant  which  has  expired ;  the  right  of  the 
former  is  by  a  paramount  title :  it  is  not  the  devolution 
of  the  estate  which  belonged  to  the  tenant,  but  that 
/  3  which 
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1842.  which  was  reserved  by  the  lord  in  the  original  grant  to 
the  tenant  To  pay  the  debts  of  the  tenant  out  of  the 
escheated  reversion,  would  be  to  pay  the  debts  of  one 
person  out  of  the  estate  of  the  other.  The  S  &  4  fF.  4. 
c.  104.  does  not  apply  to  the  superior  lord,  but  only 
to  the  heirs  and  devisees  of  parties  dying  indebted. 
The  heirs  and  devisees  are  to  be  liable,  as  the  heirs 
and  devisees  would,  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  be 
liable  at  the  suit  of  specialty  creditors,  but  no  new 
liability  is  imposed  upon  the  lord ;  and  if  the  lord  is  to 
be  considered  a  trustee  for  the  creditors,  he  may  be  left 
without  a  tenant,  and  thus  be  deprived  of  his  rents  and 
services  until  the  estate  has  been  fully  administered. 

Again,  if  the  reversion  is  subject  to  the  debts,  still  it 
is  not  to  be  applied  in  priority  of  the  other  devised 
estates,  and  the  other  reversions  granted  by  the  Crown. 

The  Defendant  Adams  has  improperly  been  made  a 
party  to  the  suit,  which  is  to  have  the  trusts  of  the 
grant  from  the  Crown  carried  into  execution,  and  with 
which  he  has  no  concern. 

Mr.  Wrayi  for  the  Attorney-General.  The  rights  of 
the  Crown  in  this  case  have  been  used  merely  as  an  in- 
strument to  assist  the  creditors  of  the  testator ;  if  the 
finding  of  the  inquisition  be  wrong,  the  proper  course 
would  be  to  sue  out  a  scire  facias^  and  traverse  the  in- 
quisition. The  question  cannot  be  decided  as  between 
co-Defendants. 

Mr.  G.  Turner^  in  reply. 

The  terms  of  the  act  are  positive,  that,  when  any 
person  shall  die  seised  of  lands  which  he  shall  not  have 
charged  with  his  debts,  they  shall  be  assets  for  their 
payment  There  is  no  hardship  on  the  lord,  for  the 
testator  had  the  power  of  devising  his  estates  so  as  to 

prevent 
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prerent  the  escheat,  and  he  will  have  a  tenant  to  pay        1842. 
the  chief  rents  and  perform  the  services  due  in  respect 
of  the  tenure. 

The  Defendant  Adams  claimed  adversely,  and,  pre- 
vented the  execution  of  the  trust,  he  is  therefore  pro- 
perly made  a  party  to  the  suit;  Talbot  v.  The  Earl  of 
Badmr.  (a) 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  May  6. 

Ut,  Adams,  having  been  no  party  to  the  original 
cause,  is  not  bound  by  any  of  the  proceedings  therein, 
either  by  the  Master's  finding,  from  which  it  appears 
that  the  personal  estate  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  tes- 
tator's debts,  or  by  the  declaration  that  the  reversion  of 
the  estates  devised  to  the  testator's  right  heirs  was  the 
primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  his  debts.  He  claims 
to  be  entided  to  the  reversion  of  such  only  of  the  tes- 
tator's lands,  as  are  held  of  the  two  manors  which  were 
gnuted  to  him.  The  reversion  of  other  lands  he  does 
Dot  claun. 

The  principal  question  in  this  cause  is,  whether  lands 
^  which  a  testator  dies  seised,  without  having  charged 
them  with  bis  debts,  are  assets  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  in  the  case  of  his  dying  without  an  heir« 

The  statute  of  the  S  &  4  fV.  4.  c.  104.  expressly  de- 
^fes,  that  when   any  person  shall   die  seised  of  or 
^titled  to  any  land,  which  he  shall  not  have  charged 
vith  the  payment  of  his  debts,  the  same  shall  be  assets, 
to  be  administered  in  Courts  of  Equity,  for  the  payment 
rfthe  just  debts  of  such  person.    This  part  of  the  enact- 
ment 
(a)  5  Myl.  i  K.  258. 
74 
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1842.  ment  is,  in  itself,  large  enough  to  take  in  every  case. 

^^^^^"'^  Whether  the  real  estates  shall  be  assets,  is,  in  this  part 

V.  of  the  clause,  made  to  depend  on  the  seisin  or  title  of 


Brown. 


the  debtor  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  on  his  neglect  to 
charge  the  estate  with  the  payment  of  his  debts.  But 
the  act  proceeds,  in  the  same  clause,  to  provide  that  the 
heir  or  devisee  of  the  debtor  shall  be  liable  to  all  such 
suits  by  creditors,  as  the  heir  or  devisee  of  any  persons 
dying  seised  of  land  was  previously  liable  to,  in  respect 
of  such  land,  at  the  suit  of  creditors  by  specialty,  in 
which  the  heirs  were  bound.  And  it  is  argued,  that 
this  notice  of  a  remedy  against  the  heir  and  devisee  is 
to  be  taken  as  an  indication,  that  the  preceding  enact- 
ment ought  to  be  limited,  and  that  instead  of  reading 
the  words  generally,  as  they  stand,  ^^  the  same  shall  be 
assets,"  we  ought,  in  effect,  to  read  them  as  if  they  stood 
thus,  "the  same,  as  against  the  heir  and  devisee  re- 
spectively, shall  be  assets  to  be  administered,"  &c. 

It  has  been  held,  that  by  the  statute  of  the  S  &  4  J^.  <$- 
M.  c.  14.  (by  which  it  was  provided,  that  devises  should 
be  void  as  against  creditors,  and  that  the  remedy  of  a 
creditor  should  be  by  action  of  debt  against  the  heir 
and  devisee  jointly),  no  remedy  was  given  in  the  case 
of  a  debtor  by  specialty  dying  without  an  heir,  [a)  So 
that  there  being  a  devisee  and  no  heir,  the  creditor  had 
no  remedy  under  the  statute  of  W.  4"  M,  That  defect 
was  supplied  by  the  statute  11  G.  4.  <$•  1  fF.  4.  c,  47., 
which  gave  the  remedy  against  the  devisee  only. 

In  the  present  case  there  was  an  intended  devise  to  the 
heir ;  but  there  being  no  heir  the  devise  failed,  and  the 
question  is,  as  to  the  right  of  the  creditors  in  the  absence 
of  both  heir  and  devisee.  The  lord  of  the  manor  claims 
to  be  entitled  by  escheat,  and  the  creditors  claim  to 
be  paid,  under  a  statute  which  expressly  enacts  that  the 

real 
(a)  Wikonv.  Knubiey,  7  Eoii,  128. 
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real  estate  shall  be  assets  to  be  administered  in  Courts  1842. 

of  Equity  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  person  ^''^^^' 

who  died  seised,  and  only  refers  to  a  remedy  against  v. 

die  heir  or  devisee.  Brown. 

Under  the  statutes  this  Court  has  held  the  estates  to  be 
assets  in  the  hands  of  the  heir  or  devisee  to  pay  specialty 
debts.  The  statute  47  G.  S.  c.  74.  makes  assets  for  the 
payment  of  simple  contract  debts,  the  estates  virhich 
before  were  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts  due  on 
specialty  in  which  the  heirs  were  bound.  The  statute 
of  the  3  &  4  fV.  4.  makes  all  the  estates  of  which  the 
testator  died  seised  assets  for  the  payment  of  just  debts, 
as  well  debts  due  on  simple  contract  as  on  specialty. 

As  the  testator  had  not  charged  the  estate  as  he  might 
have  done  with  payment  of  his  debts,  the  act  came  into 
operation  immediately  upon  his  death,  and  by  the  act 
the  estate  is  to  be  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts.  The 
words  seem  sufficient  to  annex  the  quality  of  assets  to 
the  estate  itself;  and  it  would  seem  that  whoever  suc- 
ceeds to  the  estate,  and  in  whatever  right,  must  take  it 
with  that  quality.  I  own  that  the  case  seems  to  be  very 
different  from  that  which  arose  in  Hunting  v.  Sheldrake  {a) 
nnder  the  act  of  the  S  &  4  fF.  4-  M.  By  that  act  the 
devise  was  made  void  as  against  the  creditor,  and  the 
devisee  having  no  title  as  against  the  creditor,  the  only 
^ht  given  to  the  creditor,  who  had  previously  none,  was 
by  action  of  debt  against  the  heir  and  devisee.  The  cre- 
ditor bad  no  right  whatever  unless  he  could  bring  such 
action;  and  in  this  respect  I  conceive  that,  notwith- 
toding  the  suggestion  in  Gatderv.  Wade(b)^  equity  has 
followed  the  law.  But  it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that 
Ae  right  conferred  by  the  act  now  under  consideration, 
IS  necessarily  or  properly  limited   by  the  subsequent 

part 
(a)  9  Mee.  ^  W.  256.  {b)  1  Peere  WiUiam,  99. 
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1842.  part  of  the  clause,  which  provides,  that  as  against  the 
heir  and  devisee,  the  same  suits  might  be  brought  as 
before  might  be  brought  against  them  by  a  specialty 
creditor. 

The  creditors  have  a  legislative  provision  that  the  real 
estate  shall  be  assets.  The  lord  has  his  right  to  chief 
rents  and  other  payments  or  services ;  but  there  is  a 
tenant  of  the  land,  and  his  title  by  escheat  cannot  be 
complete.  He  has  a  prospect  of  becoming  entitled  by 
escheat,  and  in  respect  of  that  prospect  claims  to  be  in- 
terested in  the  reversion,  and  insisting  on  that  claim,  he 
also  insists  that  the  statute  is  not  applicable  against 
him,  and  that  the  reversion  is  not  assets  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts.  In  whatever  way  the  right  of  the  lord 
may  be  conceived  to  arise,  he  must,  I  think,  take  his 
interest,  whatever  it  may  be,  which  accrues  upon  or  after 
the  death  of  the  tenant,  subject  to  the  qualification 
which  the  legislature  has  impressed  upon  the  land,  and 
I  therefore  cannot  concur  in  the  claim  which  he  has  set 
up  to  be  wholly  free. 

But  he  says,  that  even  if  the  reversion  which  he  claims 
is  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts,  it  ought  not  to  be 
applied  till  the  devised  estates  and  the  reversion  granted 
by  the  Crown  have  been  found  to  be  insufficient. 

Considering  the  whole  estate  to  be  made  assets,  it 
certainly  does  not  appear  to  me  a  necessary  consequence, 
that  the  reversion  now  claimed  by  the  lord  ought  to  be 
deemed  to  be  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment  of 
debts.  The  words  of  the  statute  may  be  satisfied  with- 
out going  that  length ;  and  Mr.  Adams  is  not  bound  by 
the  declaration  made  in  the  decree  on  further  directions, 
which,  being  true  in  the  case  of  real  assets  descended 
to  the  heir,  and  it  being  well  known  that  the  Crown 
desires  to  facilitate  the  payment  of  debts,  seems  to  have 

been 
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been  taken  in  this  case  without  argument  or  opposition 
from  the  Attorney-General.  I  think  that  Mr.  Adams 
has  a  right  to  have  the  question  of  priority  independently 
considered ;  and,  if  it  is  desired,  the  case  may  be  argued 
on  that  pomt. 


1842. 


In  the  meantime,  Mr.  Adams  may,  if  he  pleases,  have 
the  account  tfiken  in  his  presence  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
certaining that  the  personal  estate  is  exhausted ;  and  it 
most  be  referred  to  the  Master,  to  inquire  which  of  the 
estates  devised  to  Judith  Parry  as  in  the  will  men- 
tioned are  held  of  the  manors  of  Gwynioneth  Iskerdin^ 
and  Caenvedros  respectively,  and  also  to  take  an  account 
of  what  is  due  to  Mr.  Adams  for  mortuaries  and  chief 
rents  or  otherwise. 


NoTK. — An  appeal  is  now  pending  in  this  case  in  the  House  of 
LonU. 


GREET©.  GREET. 


Miay  51. 
June  1. 


^VBE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1825,  after  making  Bequest  of  a 

certain  dispositions,  eave  the  rest  and  residue  of  J®*''*"® '?  '^' 
*^  ^   o  (who  had  no 

his  property,  freehold  and  personal,  as  follows :  —  *'  to  children)  for 
the  use  of  my  nephew   Thomas   Young  Greet  at  his  J^Jtrswoi!" 

attaining  the  age  of  thirty  years,  the  produce  of  such  to  be  depo* 
_x      r  -^  i_  ^  .  •         sited  in  the 

parte  of  property  as  may  be  necessary  to  convert  mto  hands  of  trus- 

cash,  with  every  accumulation  by  rents,  interest,  or  other-  ^^^  ^''  J*'® 

ways,  I  direct  to  be  deposited  in  the  stock  of  the  Bank  eldest  son,  at 

ctEn^andj  in  the  names  of  my  nephew,  Thomas  Young  Jhea'^^^of"^ 

Greets  and  of  each  of  my  executors  hereafter  named,  thirty  years; 


there 


the  rest  to  be 


equally  shared, 

4'>  eldest  son  taking  an  equal  share  in  addition  to  the  5000/.,  and  the  general 
division  to  take  place  as  each  respectively  attains  twenty-four.  Held,  not  too 
remote. 


Grebt. 
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1842.  there  to  remain;  my  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet,  at 
Greet  ^'^  attaining  the  age  of  thirty  years,  to  receive,  for  bis 
V,  use,  all  accruing  produce  and  dividends,  rents  or  in- 

terest, so  long  as  he  may  live ;  and  that  once  in  every 
year,  the  whole  of  the  balances  be  funded  for  accumu- 
lation, until  he,  my  said  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greets 
does  attain  the  age  of  thirty  years,  at  which  time  every 
produce  of  the  property,  with  dividends  on  the  accu- 
mulated property,  which  I  direct  to  be  consolidated  in 
one  sum,  with  any  other  placed  in  the  Bank  o(  England 
at  my  death  or  afterwards,  as  a  part  produce  of  my 
property  and  to  remain  as  a  principal,  the  dividends  of 
or  on  which,  with  all  rents  or  other  produce  growing 
out  of  every  description  of  my  property,  I  give  to  miy 
said  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet,  for  his  use  and  dis- 
posal during  his  natural  life. 

"  If  my  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet  should  die  pre- 
vious to  his  attaining  the  age  of  thirty  years,  leaving 
child  or  children  lawfully  begotten,  I  direct  each  child, 
male  or  female,  shall  have  500/.  at  their  respectively 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  and  the  surplus 
of  any  such  property  and  its  accumulations  to  go,  in 
addition,  to  the  eldest  son  of  my  nephew  Thomas  Young 
Greet ;  but  if  the  children  of  my  said  nephew  are  too 
numerous  for  the  property  to  produce  500/.  each,  in 
such  case,  I  shall  direct  they  shall  each  have  an  equal 
share  of  the  property,  male  and  female  alike. 

"  If  my  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet  should  live, 
and  agreeable  to  the  directions  of  this  my  will,  possess 
this  my  described  residue  of  my  property  with  its  ac- 
cumulations, and  have  lawfully  begotten  a  son,  I  direct 
my  nephew  to  enjoy  the  produce  of  such  property  with 
its  accumulations  during  his  life,'  and  at  his  death, 
5000/.  to  be  deposited  in  the  hands  of  trustees  for  ac- 
cumulation. 
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cumalation,  and  placed  in  the  Bank  of  England  in  the        184-2. 

name  of  his  my  nephew's  eldest  son  with  two  trustees 

(my  execDtors  preferred  if  surviving),  for  the  use  of  my 

said  nephew's  eldest  son  at  his  attaining  the  age  of  thirty 

years;  and  the  rest  and  residue  to  be  equally  shared^ 

male  and  female  equal  alike,^  the  eldest  son  taking  an 

equal  share,  in  addition  to  the  5000^  funded  for  him. 

This  general  division  to  take  place  as  each  respectively 

attains  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  , 

"If  my  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet  should  die  pre- 
^s  to  his  attaining  the  age  of  thirty  years,  leaving  no 
child,  then  I  direct  the  next  surviving  nephew  of  Alex^ 
aadar  Greefs  family  shall  succeed  to  the  residue  and  its 
accomalations,  subject  exactly  to  the  same  regulations 
as  described  for  my  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet  and 
his  family.*' 

The  testator  then  appointed  his  nephew  Thomas 
Ymg  Greet  and  three  other  persons  executors. 

The  testator  died  in  1829,  leaving  his  nephew,  Thomas 
Young  Greet,  then  of  the  age  of  twenty-two.  He  mar- 
ked in  1832,  and  had  four  children,  the  eldest  having 
been  bom  in  1833. 

Tkmas  Young  Greet  the  nephew  died  in  1841,  leaving 
his  eldest  son,  Thomas  Young  Greet  the  younger,  and 
^ree  other  children,  surviving  him. 

Ilie  property  was  partly  real  and  partly  personal. 

Tlumas  Young  Greet  the  younger,  after  his  father's 
d<^  filed  a  supplemental  bill  against  all  the  necessary 
Parties,  claiming  to  be  entitled,  first,   to  the  sum  of 

5000/.; 
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1842.  ^     5000/.;  and,  secondly,  to  his  share  of  the  general  re- 
sidue of  the  property  after  the  deduction  of  that  sum. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Lems  for  the  PlaintifP. 

It  is  sufficient  to  prevent  the  objection  of  remoteness 
that  property  vests  within  the  period  allowed  by  law.  It 
signifies  nothing  when  it  is  payable,  for  the  Court  will 
direct  payment  on  the  legatees  attaining  twenty-one, 
though  the  testator  directs  the  payment  to  be  postponed 
until  twenty-five  or  until  any  other  period.  Saunders  v. 
Vautier.  (a) 

In  this  case,  the  gift  to  the  children  was  vested  both 
as  to  the  realty,  Doe  dem,  Roake  v.  NaweU  (i),  Farmer  v. 
Francis  (r),  Doe  v.  Ward  {d) ;  and  as  to  personalty,  Love 
V.  L*Eslrange{e)9  Branstrom  v.  Wilkinson  {g\  Booth  v. 
Booth  {h\  Saunders  v.  Vautier  (a),  Davis  v.  Fisher,  (i) 

The  5000/.  clearly  vested  at  the  death  of  the  nephew, 
for  it  was  then  to  be  immediately  severed  and  placed  in 
the  name  of  trustees  for  the  PlaintiiF.  The  share  of  the 
residue,  given  **  in  addition  "  to  the  eldest  son,  is  subject 
to  the  same  conditions  and  incidents  {1c\  and  is  also  vested. 
The  general  division  refers  only  to  the  payment  to  the 
several  legatees.  It  is  to  be  observed  also,  that  this  is 
a  gift  of  residue,  in  which  case  the  Court  leans  strongly 
towards  a  vesting ;  and  the  gift  over  is  only  in  case  of 
the  death  of  the  nephew  leaving  no  child. 

Mr. 

U)  4  Beav.  115.,  and  Cr.  Sp  (e)  5  Bro,  P,  C.59. 

Ph.  240.  (g)  7  Fes.  420. 

(b)  1  Af.^S.527.,mdSDow.  (A)  4  Vet.  399. 
203.  (f)  Post,  p.  201. 

(c)  8  Bing.  151.,  and  2  Sim.  ^  (k)  See  Dai/  v.  Cro/if,  4  Beav. 
St.  505.  561.,  and  the  cases  there  cited. 

{d)  9  A.^  E.  582. 
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Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Addisy  in  the  same  interest 

^.  Kinderslei/ and  Mr.  fVaod^  for  the  next  of  kin  and 
co-heirs.  The  gift  to  the  children  of  the  nephew  is  too 
remote.  The  5000/.  was  given  to  the  eldest  son  of  the 
nephew,  <<  at  his  attaining  the  age  of  thirty  years : "  he 
therefore  took  no  interest  until  that  period ;  and,  con- 
leqaeotly,  the  gift  is  void. 

With  respect  to  the  remainder,  the  general  division 
was  to  take  place  as  each  younger  child  respectively 
attained  twenty*four  years  of  age,  which  might  be  at  a 
period  beyond  a  life  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one 
years  afterwards :  it  would  therefore  be  void  as  to  the 
vbole  class ;  Leake  v.  Robinson,  (a)  It  is  true,  a  separate 
tmst  was  created  of  the  5000/.;  but  to  say  that  it  is 
vested  merely  because  a  separate  trust  is  created,  is 
begging  the  question :  the  gift  may  be  as  much  con- 
tiogent  when  a  trust  is  created  as  before. 

Saunders  v.  VatUier  was  a  specific  gift,  and  was  limited 
to  the  legatee,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns 
■hsolutely.  They  also  cited  Cambridge  v.  Rous  {b)  and 
J>^ldv.Duffield.(c) 

^r.Sckomberg  and  Mr.  Hingeston  for  other  parties. 

^T.PenAerton  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  one  of  the  many  cases  in  which  I  am  afraid 
It  IS  impossible  to  come  to  a  conclusion  which  can  be 
considered  as  entirely  satisfactory.     You  are  obliged  to 

spell 

(a)  2  Mer.  363.  (c)  5  BU.  (N.  S.)  260. 

ib)  8  Ve$,  24. 
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spell  out  the  meaning  of  the  testator,  and  to  try  tc 
discover  the  legal  effect  of  his  will,  under  circum- 
stances which  make  it  extremely  difficult  to  reconcile  the 
case  under  consideration  with  the  decided  authorities. 


I  think  it  is  perfectly  obvious,  in  this  case,  that  th< 
testator  had  a  strong  desire  to  accumulate  the  property 
as  much  as  he  could,  and  to  preserve  it  in  the  family  o! 
the  Greets.  Those  objects  clearly  preponderate  through- 
out the  whole  contents  of  the  will ;  but  the  main  and  thi 
principal  object  in  the  residuary  clause  was,  to  providi 
for  his  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet  and  the  chiidrei 
of  that  nephew ;  and  there  is  no  ulterior  disposition  giver 
of  the  residue,  except  only,  in  the  event  of  the  nephew 
Thomas  Young  Greets  dying  under  the  age  of  thirty 
years  without  leaving  a  child. 

At  the  death  of  the  nephew,  the  5000/.  is  to  be  takei 
out  of  the  residue,  and  deposited  for  accumulation  in  the 
hands  of  trustees,  one  of  whom  was  to  be  the  eldes 
son  of  the  nephew.  The  accumulation  is  directed  to  \x 
for  the  use  of  the  nephew's  eldest  son,  "  at  his  attain- 
ing the  age  of  thirty  years."  I  think  it  comes  to  nc 
more  than  this: — The  testator  intended  that  the  sor 
should  attain  the  age  of  thirty  years  before  the  ac- 
cumulated fund  should  be  paid  to  him,  and  not  that 
in  the  meantime  he  was  to  have  no  interest  in  this 
sum. 


It  appears  to  me  that  he  had  a  vested  interest  in  the 
sum  of  5000/.,  at  the  moment  the  severance  was  to  be 
made,  namely,  on  the  death  of  the  nephew.  After 
taking  the  5000/.  out  of  the  residue,  the  remainder  is  to 
be  shared  between  the  children,  both  male  and  female 
alike,  the  eldest  son  taking  an  equal  share,  in  addition 
to  the  5000/.  funded  for  him ;  and  as  the  5000/.  vests 

upon 
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upon  the  death  of  the  nephew,  it  would  be  extremely 
difficult  to  maintain  that  his  share  of  the  residue  does 
Hot  vest  at  the  same  time,  or  to  say  that  the  share  of  the 
residoe  could  vest  in  him  at  that  time^  and  not  in  the 
other  children. 

Is  the  Court  forced  to  come  to  an  opposite  conclusion 
by  the  words  which  afterwards  follow,  that  this 
general  division  is  to  take  place,  as  each  respectively 
attains  the  age  of  twenty-four  years  ?  The  testator  could 
never  have  meant,  that  a  general  division  should  take 
place  at  different  times.  His  object  was,  that  there 
should  be  a  general  division  of  the  whole  fund,  after 
previously  severing  the  particular  sum  of  5000L ;  after 
deducting  that  sum,  which  was  one  division,  there  was 
to  be  the  general  division  of  the  remainder;  and,  ac- 
csording  to  the  intent,  to  be  inferred  from  the  rest  of 
the  will,  I  think  this  amounts  merely  to  a  direction, 
that  the  shares  should  be  paid  to  the  younger  children 
as  each  attained  twenty*four. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  both  the  5000/.  and  the  share  of 
the  residue  were  vested  interests,  and  the  Plaintiff 
must  therefore  succeed  in  this  case. 


See  BkoMC  v.  Burgh^  S  Beav.  221.;  Ring  r.  Hardwick,  lb,  362. ; 
^^▼.  BlwU^ABeav.  248.;  Neumian  v.  Neumann  \0Sim.  51. 
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June  2.  HARRISON  V.  HARRISON. 

On  a  motion    ^T^HIS  bill  was  filed  by  an  infant,  by  Joseph  Harrison, 

to  substitute  8    JL    !,•    „^_t  ft.: • 

new  next  ^^  °«*t  fr»end- 

friend  of  an 

tiflt  the  Court       Mr.  Bacon,  now  moved  that  Mr.  J.  fV.  Perks  might 

must  be  satis-    be  substituted  as  next  friend  for  the  infant  Piaintifl^  in 
fied  by  affi- 
davit of  the      the  place  of  J.  Harrison. 
drcumstances 
and  respecta- 
bility or  the  Mr.  Armsirongj  for  the  Defendants,  did  not  object  to 

P^P;»^      the  application, 
substituted, 

the  other  '^^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

parties  to  the 

cause  consent       Any  person  may  commence  a  suit  as  next  friend  of 

an  infant;  but  when  once  here  in  that  character,  he  will 
not  be  removed  unless  the  Court  is  informed  of  the  cir- 
cumstances and  respectability  of  the  party  proposed  to 
be  substituted  in  bis  place ;  and  that  such  person  is  not 
interested  in  the  subject  of  the  suit.  You  must  produce 
an  affidavit  to  that  effect,  before  I  can  make  the  order. 


to  the  sub- 
stitution. 
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THOMPSON  BL  GEARY.  June  2. 

4  N  injunction  was  granted  to  restrain  the  Defendants  Whether, 

from  entering  into  a  contract  in  the  name  of  a  ^*'®pe  aspe- 
^  cial  injunc- 

company.     A  motion  was  made  by  one  of  the  Defend-  tion  Is  granted 

ants  to  dissolve  the  injunction  ;  and  the  question  raised  ^Sefend^ 
vas,  whether  it  was  necessary  that  the  other  Defendants  ants,  one  of 
should  be  present  at  the  hearing  of  the  motion  to  dis-  move  to  dis- 
solve the  mjunction  ?  ^olve  in  the 

''  absence  of  the 


Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  motion  to  dis- 
solve the  injunction. 

.    ^.PemberUm  and   Mr.  Gaulbumj  contrhj   for  the 

HaintiE 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If  you  succeed,  the  situation  of  the  other  Defendants 
^ill  be  materially  altered  in  their  absence :  my  impres- 
sion is,  though  I  do  not  decide  it,  that  you  ought  to 
have  them  here;  when  here,  it  may  possibly  happen 
that  they  cannot  oppose  the  motion,  as  in  the  case  of 
nceptions  to  the  Master's  report,  in  which  the  ex- 
cepting party  alone  can  be  heard  against  the  report: 
hot  the  other  parties  must  be  here. 

The  cause  stood  over. 


rest,  quare. 
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J^^•  OLDFIELD  i;.  COBBETT. 


A  creditor  of   fT^HE  Defendant  was  the  executor  of  the  testator,  his 
a  bill  against  father.   A  creditor's  bill  being  filed,  the  Defendant 


the  executor     ^^^g  restrained  from  receiving  the  assets,  and  a  Receiver 

for  admiDis-  ^ 

tratioD,  and      was  appointed.     Under  the  decree  the  accounts  were 

i^n^^criin  and  directed  to  be  taken,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  found,  by  the 

Receiver.  The  Master,  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  testator  to  the  amount  of 

found  a  ere-      HOO/.     A  decree  was  made  on  further  directions,  but 

ditorj  and  the  no  order  was  made  as  to  continuing  the  Receiver  or  the 
cause  was  ... 

heard  on  fur-    mjunction. 
ther  direc- 
tions, but  the 
injunction  and       The  Defendant,  the  executor,  afterwards  brought  an 

not^min^ed^  action  against  the  Plaintiff,  for  the  recovery  of  5,000/., 

The  executor  v^hich  he  alleged  to  be  due  to  the  testator's  estate.     The 
afterwards 

brought  an  Plaintiff  now  moved  to  restrain  the  Defendant,  by  in- 
action at  law  junction,  from  proceeding  in  the  action, 
against  the  •^  ^  r  o 
Plaintiff  for 

Sestior.'''        ^^-  ^^'^^^  '^^  S"PP^^^  °f  ^^^  ™^^»^°- 
The  Court,  by 

summarUy're-       ^^*  Turner  ^contra.   The  injunction  and  Receiver  not 

strained  the      having  been  continued  by  the  decree  on  further  direc- 
proceeding.         . 

tions,  are  gone.     If  the  Plaintiff  requires  an  injunction, 

it  ought  to  be  obtained  by  an  independent  bill,  and  not 
on  motion  after  decree.  Facts  may  have  been  dis- 
covered, which  shew  that  the  Plaintiff  is  indebted  to  the 
estate  of  the  testator,  instead  of  being  a  creditor. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  no  hesitation  in  granting  this  injunction. 
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QUARMAN  V.  WILLIAMS.  June  7. 

i  PARTY  who  claimed  an  interest  in  a  fund  in  Upon  an  ap- 
^  Court,  in  the  character  of  next  of  kin,  created  an  [J^^^^J^d  J^  * 
incumbrance  thereon,  and  he  and  the  incumbrancer  now  the  assignor't 
presented  a  petition  for  a  stop  order,  {a)  "J^fJ  j^  q^^ 

must  be 
w    Of  yy  9  f  •  «•   1  •  •  shewn,  either 

Mr.  Sheffield^  m  support  of  the  petition.  ^y  the  pro- 

ceedings or  by 
afBdavit. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  petitioners 

must  shew  by  some  proceeding  in  the  cause,  or  by 
affidavit,. that  he  sustained  the  character  of  next  of  kin, 
otherwise  the  Court  might  place  a  stop  order  on  a  fund, 
on  the  application  of  persons  having  no  interest  what- 
ever in  it 


It  being  admitted  that  this  did  not  appear,  the  petition 
stood  over  to  file  an  affidavit. 

(a)  Ordinei  Can.  161. 


Note.  —  As  to  the  practice  on  obtaining  stop  orders,  see  Treze- 
^tfif.Frater;  5  Beav.  2S3,;  Day  v.  Croft,  4  JBeav.  34.;  Wood  v. 
ymeaUf  4  Beav.  419. ;  and  Partons  v.  Groome,  4  Beav,  521. 
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June  8. 


A  testator, 
aftef  giving 
his  real  estate 
to  the  eldest 
son  of  A.  for 
life,  with 
remainder  to 
the  other 
children  of 
A,  in  tail, 
with  re- 
mainder over, 
gave  his  per- 
sonalty in 
trust  to  pay 
the  divioends 
to  the  chil- 
dren and 
grandchildren 
of  A,  who 
should  not, 
**  from  time  to 
time,"  be  en- 
titled to  the 
rents  of  the 


HARVEY  V.  HARVEY. 

T^HIS  case  is  reported  anti(a)^  where,  to  save  re- 
■■-  petition,  the  will  was  sufficiently  set  out,  and  to 
which  the  reader  is  referred.  On  that  occasion  the 
Master  was  directed  to  ascertain  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testator  living  at  his  death,  and  the  representatives  of 
those  who  had  since  died. 

The  Master  reported  that  such  next  of  kin  were 
twenty  in  number,  of  whom  twelve  were  now  living,  and 
that  of  the  remaining  eight,  there  were  personal  repre-' 
sentatives  to  three  only,  and  that  the  others  were  not  re- 
presented. 


The  persons,  parties  to  the  cause,  who  would  be  en- 
titled to  the  residue,  in  case  of  the  gift  being  too  remote 
and  void,  were  the  widow,  who  would  be  entitled  to 
alodidl^'h^^  one  third,  Catherine  Pearson^  a  sister  of  the  testator,  en- 
declared  that  titled  to  one  sixth  of  the  remainder,  or  two  eighteenths, 
of5.,C.'and    ^"^  Thomas  Harvey^  the  representative  of  the  testator's 

D.,  living  at  brother 

the  death  of  „ 

the  tenant  for  («)  *  ^^^^  2^5. 

life,  should 

**  take  their  shares"  of  the  personal  property  with  the  representatives  of  i^.     Held, 

that  the  gifl  was  to  the  children  and  grandchildren  living  at  the  death  of  the  tenant 

for  life,  and  was  not  too  remote. 

A  testator  gave  150/.  a  year  to  such  of  his  relations  as  his  widow  should  deem 
requiring  and  roost  meriting  relief:  Held,  that  a  widow  of  the  testator's  brother 
was  not  an  object,  and  the  widow  having  given  a  portion  to  such  widow,  and  the 
remainder  to  the  relations,  held  also,  that  a  relative  to  whom  no  part  had  been 
appropriated,  and  who  did  not  shew  himself  to  possess  the  qualification,  had  no 
right  to  question  the  misappropriation. 

A  testator  gave  his  widow  **the  full  and  entire  enjoyment"  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estates,  which,  after  her  death,  he  gave  to  other  persons;  and  he  empowered 
her  to  retain  a  portion  of  a  sum  of  150/.  a  year  given  to  other  parties,  for  renewing 
the  leaseholds.  Held,  she  was  entitled  to  enjov  the  leasehold  in  specie,  that  it  was 
not  imperative  on  her  to  renew»  but  that  she  had  acted  wrong  in  surrendering  a 
lease,  of  which  she  was  the  only  cestui  que  vie,  as  she  thereby  deprived  herself  of 
the  option  of  renewing  for  the  I'ciiefit  ofthejparties  in  remainder. 
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brother  TTkomaSf  entitled  also  to  two  eighteenths ;  so  that,        1842. 
on  the  whole,  five  ninths  of  the  next  of  kin  were  re- 
presented in  the  suit 

The  cause  again  came  before  the  Court. 

Tie  Court  having  determined  that  it  would  hear  the 
cause  in  the  absence  of  the  other  next  of  kin,  the  ques- 
tions were,  first,  whether  the  gift  of  the  personalty  in 
trust  to  pay  the  dividends  **Jrom  time  to  time^**  to  the 
children  and  grandchildren  of  James  and  Edward  was 
orwas  not  too  remote. 

Secondly,  whether  the  testator's  widow  had  exceeded 
her  discretion,  in  giving  to  the  widow  of  the  testator's 
brother  Thomas  a  portion  of  the  150/.  directed  to  be 
distributed  amongst  the  testator's  '^relations;"  and  if 
not,  then  whether  the  Plaintifi*  had  any  interest  in  tlie 
sums  misapplied,  he  not  having  proved  himself  as 
coming  within  the  qualification. 

Thirdly,  whether  the  widow  had  acted  wrong  in  sur- 
rendering the  lease  of  which  she  was  the  surviving  cestui 

VLx.Pemberton  and  Mr.  W.  M.  Jamesy  tor  the  Plaintifi*. 
The  distribution  of  the  personal  estate  is  to  be  amongst 
a  class  to  be  ascertained  at  the  death, of  the  widow,  and 
the  gilt  is  not  therefore  too  remote.  The  bequest  of 
the  dividends,  though  payable  *^  from  time  to  time,"  car- 
ries the  capital,  (a)  The  codicil,  which  directs  other 
persons  living  at  the  death  of  his  wife,  should  take 
"their  share  of  his  property,"  removes  all  doubt. 

The 

(«)  See  Ekon  ▼.  Shephard,  pingtuell,  18  K«.  463.,  and  Haig 
I B. C.  C.  532.;  Page  v.  2>fl-      v.  Swrne^f,  1  S.  ^  St.  487. 
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1842.  The  widow  was  not  empowered  to  give  any  portion 

of  the  150/.  a  year  to  the  widows  of  the  testator's  re- 
lations; and  she  had  no  right  to  surrender  the  lease 
which  the  testator  intended  to  be  renewed. 

They  asked  the  usual  accounts  and  inquiries  as  to  the 
leaseholds  and  the  150/.  a  year,  with  liberty  to  state 
special  circumstances. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  John  Baily,  contra.  The  di- 
vision is  to  be  from  time  to  time  between  parties,  who 
must  be  ascertained  de  anno  in  annum^  and  may  not 
necessarily  be  born  within  the  limited  period:  the  gift 
is  therefore  void  for  remoteness.  Lord  SotUhampton  v. 
Marquis  of  Hertford  {a)^  Hayes  v.  Hayes(b\  LordDeer-- 
hurst  V.  The  Duke  of  St.  Albans  (c)  were  cited. 

Mr.  Kindersler/9  Mr.  Rogers^  and  Mr.  Chandless^  for 
other  parties. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  relief  he  asks.  It  must  be  owned  that 
the  words  "  from  time  to  time "  occasion  considerable 
ambiguity,  and  it  is  very  difficult  to  give  effect  to  them, 
in  any  way  consistent  with  the  other  expressions  in 
this  will.  I  think,  however,  that  the  words  are  intended 
to  describe  a  class  of  persons  existing  at  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  and  not  a  class  to  take  in  succes- 
sion. Such  would  plainly  be  the  construction,  unless 
we  are  to  give  the  words  "  from  time  to  time  "  an  effect 

which 

(a)  2  Vet.  4-  B.  54.  (c)  5  Ma(L  232. 

(6)  4  i?tiM.  311. 
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which  should  controul  the  meaning  of  all  the  other  1843. 
words.  I  do  not  think  that  ought  to  be  done,  especially 
having  r^ard  to  the  words  contained  in  the  codicil. 
I  apprehend  the  meaning  of  the  words  is  this,  there 
is  a  direction  ^^to  apply  the  dividends  and  interest'' 
(and  that  is  quite  unlimited)  ^^  unto  and  equally  amongst 
all  and  every  the  child  and  children,  grandchild  and 
grandchildren  of  James  Harvey  and  Edward  Harvey " 
(so  far  it  would  be  quite  free  from  ambiguity)  ^^who 
may  not,  Jrom  time  to  time,  be  in  the  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  my  freehold  estates."  Now,  if  the 
words  had  been  simply  **  who  might  not  be  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  and  profits  of  my  freehold  estates,"  it 
would  be  quite  clear. 

The  person  who  might,  **  from  time  to  time,"  be  in 
the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits,  anterior  to  the 
times  of  division,  might  depend  upon  a  variety  of  events 
taking  place.  There  might  be  two  sons  living.  There 
might  be  one  son  and  a  grand  son  living.  There  might 
be  one  son  of  one  son  and  several  grandchildren  of 
another  son,  and,  in  fact,  a  succession  of  rights  might 
take  place  anterior  to  the  times  of  division. 

The  words,  as  it  seems  to  me,  are  nearly  incon- 
sistent with  each  other;  and  I  am  obliged  to  decide 
whether  the  words  contained  in  the  codicil  are  to  pre- 
ponderate.    The  result  I  have  come  to  is,  that  the 
words  which  imply  the  existence  of  and  division  amongst 
a  class  at  the  widow's  death,  preponderate  over  the 
effect  that  ought  to  be  given  to  the  words  *^  from  time 
to  time."    I  thmk  therefore  that  the  Plaintiff  has  an 
interest  in  the  property. 

With  respect  to  the  next  point,  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  the  Plaintiff  has  no  right  at  all  to  complain.     There 

was 


ISS 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1842. 


was  a  sum  of  ISOL  given  by  the  will,  to  be  paid  by  the 
widow  to  such  of  the  testator's  relations  ''as  she  should 
deem  requiring,  and  most  meriting,  relief.''  She  was 
bound  to  apply  that  sum  for  the  benefit  of  relations,  and 
I  think  that  the  widows  of  relations  are  not  persons 
who  are  comprised  in  that  description ;  if  therefore^  it 
were  necessary  for  me  to  decide  that  question,  I  think 
that  there  was  an  erroneous  application.  Who^  then, 
would  be  the  persons  who  are  prejudiced  by  that  appli* 
cation  ?  Those  relations  who  ought  to  have  that  sam 
applied  for  them.  Has  the  Plaintiff  an  interest  in  that  ? 
I  am  very  much  inclined  to  think  he  has  not. 


By  the  codicil,  the  widow  was  empowered  to  reserve  a 
portion  of  this  sum  of  150^  for  the  renewal  of  the  lease- 
hold, but  it  was  entirely  optional,  as  it  seems  to  me,  on 
her  part.  If  she  had  once  set  apart  a  sum  of  money 
for  that  purpose,  the  Plaintiff,  as  being  one  of  the  persons 
entitled  in  remainder,  would  immediately  have  acquired 
an  interest  in  it.  She  never  did  so,  but  made  an  erro- 
neous application  to  the  prejudice  of  other  persons.  I 
am  inclined  to  think  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entided  to 
call  for  an  account  in  that  respect ;  and  if  he  were,  I 
think  that,  after  the  length  of  time  which  he  has  per- 
mitted to  elapse  (six  or  eight  years),  it  would  be  rather 
too  much  to  say  he  should  have  any  claim  whatever.  I 
think  therefore  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  relief 
in  that  respect 

As  to  the  leasehold  surrendered,  the  widow  was  tenant 
for  life,  with  a  full  right  to  enjoy  the  leasehold.  The 
testator  says,  I  give  and  devise  to  my  wife  "  the  (uU  and 
entire  enjoyment."  As  she  was  the  cestui  que  vf>,  she 
became  entitled  to  the  whole  beneficial  interest  (a) ;  and 

so 


(a)   Pickering    v.    Pickering, 
$  Beat,  51.;  4  Myl.  4*  Cr.  S89.; 


Goodewmgk  v.  Trew^amond/l^^  S 
Beav.  5 IS.,  and  cases  in  note. 
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S€>    far,  the  legal  and  beneficial  interest  were  conjoined        1842. 

in  lier.    Though  I  cannot  think  it  of  much  importance, 

y^t:  I  do  not  approve  of  such  a  sale ;  for  I  think  she 

ouL^ht  not  to  have  deprived  herself  of  the  option,  which 

tt^^  testator  gave  her,  of  retaining  a  sum  for  renewing 

th^e  leases.     I  do  not  think  a  person  in  that  situation 

hfl^  a  right  to  deprive  herself  of  the  means  of  preserving 

tb^  estate  to  the  trust.     She  had  the  sole  right  of  enjoy- 

iKft^snt;  the  legal  estate  was  vested  in   her,   with   an 

object  pointed  out  to  her,  and  giving  her  an  option  of 

rt^'teining  a  fund,  not  given  to  her,  but  to  the  testator's 

^latbns,  for  the  purpose  of  continuing  that  estate  in 

\  bmily.     I  cannot  therefore  think  that  her  conduct 

^^'^as  right.     Supposing,  however,  that  it  was  set  aside, 

^>^=^d  that  the  120L  was  set  apart  as  a  portion  of  the  trust 

*^^^Tjd,  Would  she  not  be  entitled  to  set  oflF  the  rents  of 

Lat  estate  against  it,  although  she  had  parted  with  it  ? 

think  she  would,  and  therefore  no  benefit  can  come 

» the  Plaintiff  from  any  investigation  of  the  matter. 

I  am  disposed  to  declare  (as  far  as  it  can  be  declared 
^n  the  absence  of  the  other  parties  interested,  and  who 
^re  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  what  passes  now),  that  the 
Plaintiff,  as  t>ne  of  the  persons  described  in  the  will,  has 
an  interest  in  remainder  after  the  death  of  the  tenant 
for  life.  I  can  make  no  other  decree  unless  the  Plaintiff 
desires  an  account. 
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Jan.  S5.  ^ 

June  9.  i^N  the  25th  of  January  1842,  the  Defendant  Maur 

Defendant  in  ^^ rice  Ball  was  attached,  for  want  of  answer,  by  the 

want  or  an-  sheriflF  of  Gloucestershire^  and  on  the  24th  oi  February 

swer  filed  it,     ^^s  broui?ht  to  the  bar,  and  turned  over  to  the  Fleet. 

and  the  Plain-   ^,°,^^..  .^,, 

tiff  replied        On  the  15th  ox  April ^  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  issued  to 

thS^he'had'*^'  bring  him  up  to  the  bar  of  the  Court  on  the  return 
waived  his  thereof,  in  order  to  have  the  bill  taken  p*o  confesso  against 
th"co«t8^of  '^^'"'  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  April  the  Defendant  appeared,  in 
the  contempt,   custody,  at  the  bar,  on  the  return  of  the  writ. 

Mr.  Prendergast  moved  that  the  bill  might  be  taken 
pro  confesso. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  at  first  thought  the  appli- 
cation premature;  but,  after  referring  to  the  Registrar, 
made  the  order. 

The  Defendant,  however,  declaring  that  his  answer 
was  ready,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  directed  the  order 
not  to  be  drawn  up  till  the  28th,  and  then  to  be  abso- 
lute in  default  of  answer. 

The  answer,  having  been  filed  within  the  time  limited, 
was  accepted ;  but  the  Defendant  remained  in  custody 
for  the  costs  of  his  original  contempt. 

The  Plaintiff  filed  a  replication  against  all  the  Defend- 
ants, and  served  the  prisoner  with  a  subpoena  to  rejoin. 

Mr.  Pembertonf  for  the  prisoner,  now  moved  that  he 
might  be  discharged  forthwith  without  payment  of  costs, 

on 


Not!.— Sec  Comt  ▼.  Ebert^  1  Mad,  530.;  Anon^  15  Vet.  174.; 
I«Mbrt  T.  i(i^  6  iSSm.  61 9k ;  Woodward  v.  TWnoiR^,  9  5ffii.  301. ; 
Ww  ?.  Bates^  5  Myl.  4-  O.  197. 
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on  the  ground  that  by  replying  to  the  Defendant's        1842. 
answer  and  servmg  him  with  a  subpcena  to  rejoiui  the 
Plaiotiff  had  waived  the  contempt    He  cited  Hoskins  v. 

Mr.  Prendergast  opposed  the  motion,  contending  that 
if  the  Plainti£P  had  not  proceeded  as  he  had  done,  his 
bOI  woald  haye  been  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecu- 
tion as  against  the  other  Defendants. 

73e  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  by  filing  the  re- 
plication the  Plaintiff  had  waived  the  contempt  He 
ordered  the  prisoner  to  be  discharged,  intimating  that 
when  the  Defendant  filed  his  answer  without  paying 
the  costs,  the  Plamtiff  might  have  moved  to  take  it  off 
the  file,  as  the  contempt  had  not  then  been  cleared. 

(a)  1  Sim.  4-  St.  393. 
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June  II. 


M^DERMOTT  v.  WALLACE. 


A  testatrix 
gave  unto  A. 
and  B,  a  sum 
in  the  long 
annuities,  to 
be  eoualijr  di- 
Tided  during 
their  lives, 
after  which 
she  gave  the 
said  sum  to 
C.    Held, 
that  the  sur- 
vivor of  A. 
and  j9.  took 
for  life. 


ri^HE  testatrix  by  her  will  gave  and  bequeathed  "  all 
~^  she  possessed  from  the  Long  Annuities  unto  the  per- 
sons thereinafter  named  (that  is  to  say),  she  gave  to 
Mary  and  Elizabeth  Grant  of  Chelsea  the  annual  sum  of 
12/.  to  be  equally  divided  during  their  lives,  after  which 
she  gave  the  said  sum  to  Elizabeth  French  M^DermoU.* 

Elizabeth  Grant  died  in  1881,  and  Mary  Grant  died 
in  1841,  and  the  question  was  who  was  entitled  to  the 
dividends  on  the  Long  Annuities  between  1831  and 
1841. 


Mr.  fVillcockj  for  the  representatives  of  Elizabeth 
French  M^Dermott^  contended  that  the  gift  to  Mary 
Grant  and  Elizabeth  Grant  was  for  their  joint  lives  only, 
and  that  inmiediateJy  on  the  death  of  Elizabeth  the  Long 
Annuities  went  over  to  Mrs.  M^Dermott. 

Mr.  Stintony  contr&j  for  the  representatives  of  Alary 
Grant,  argued  that  the  words  ^  after  which''  meant 
after  the  lives  of  both,  and  that  Mary  was  entitled  for 
her  life  by  survivorship. 

Mr.  Willcock^  in  reply.  The  words  "after  which*  re- 
fer to  some  period  previously  referred  to,  and  the  only 
one  is  the  joint  lives. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  question  is  doubt- 
ful ;  but,  on  the  whole,  I  think  the  gift  over  does  not  take 
effect  till  after  the  death  of  Mary. 


Voft^'^SeeHattim  v.  Flacky  4  Beav.  ]86. 
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GARRATT  v.  NIBLOCK.  June  15. 

JPHILIP  SMITH  was  entitled  to  a  legacy  of  60/.,  An  order  to 
-*■  which  had  been  carried  over  to  his  separate  ac-  monyout^f 

eoDDt,  his  title  thereto  being  determined,  but  iie  being  Court  shonld 
.  .   ^  be  obtained 


Having  attained  twenty-one,  a  motion  was  made,  on 
his  behalf,  that  the  same  might  be  paid  out  to  him. 

Ut.  Speed  for  the  motion,  contended  that  this  might 
be  done  by  motion,  as  well  as  by  petition,  especially  in 
a  case  in  which  the  sum  was  so  very  small :  he  cited 
Heaihcote  v.  Edwards  {a)  in  which  "  a  fund  carried  to  a 
sqparate  account  was  paid  out  on  motion  by  consent, 
Ae  title  to  it  being  clear." 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  could  not  order 
payment  out  of  court,  except  on  petition,  and  he  re- 
bsed  the  motion. 

(a)  Jacobs  504. 


by  petition, 
and  not  on 
motion. 


Non.~See  OU/ver  ▼.  Bwrt^  1  Beaoan^  589. 
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Jultfl. 

The  9th  Ge- 
neral Order 
ot  December 
1835,  does 
not  apply  to 
the  case  of  a 
Befendant  re- 
siding abroad. 
A  commission 
to  take  an  an- 
swer abroad 
must  there- 
fore be  ob- 
tained on 
motion  or 
petition. 


The  Baron  De  FEUCHJfcRES  v.  DAWES 

nnHIS  was  an  application  to  take  the  demurrer 
•^  answer  of  the  Defendants  Jlianaron  and  wil 
the  file  for  irregularity,  upon  the  following  groi 
The  Defendants  were  resident  in  France^  and 
solicitors  in  this  country  having  prepared  their  am 
sued  out  a  commission  to  take  the  same  without  hi 
first  obtained  an  order  for  that  purpose. 

By  the  9th  of  the  General  Orders  of  the  21st  ol 
cembef*  1833  (a),  it  is  directed,  that  a  Defendant 
be  at  liberty,  mthout  ordetj  to  sue  out  a  dedimus  to 
his  plea,  answer,  or  demurrer  in  the  country,  on  g 
two  days'  notice  in  writing  to  the  Plaintiff's  clei 
court  to  give  commissioners  names  to  see  the  same  t 
and  in  default  thereof,  the  Defendant  shall  be  at  li' 
to  sue  out  the  same  directed  to  his  own  commissioi 


The  Defendants'  solicitors,  conceiving  the  ge 
order  applied  to  this  case,  gave  the  two  days'  r 
required  by  that  order,  and  no  commissioners  hi 
been  named  by  the  Plaintiff,  they  thereupon,  witho 
order  for  that  purpose,  sued  out  a  commission  i 
which  the  demurrer  and  answer  had  been  taken 
filed. 

The  Plaintiff  moved  to  take  this  answer  and  dem 
off  the  file  for  the  irregularity. 


(a)  Ordines  Can.  45. 
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Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Beavan^  in  support  of  the 
motion,  contended,  that  the  9th  Order  above  mentioned 
did  not  cause  any  alteration  in  the  old  practice  with  re- 
gard to  issuing  commissions  to  take  answers  in  foreign 
countries ;  and  that  such  commissions  could,  therefore, 
only  be  granted,  as  heretofore,  upon  an  order  to  be  ob- 
tained on  motion  or  petition  (a),  and  they  argued  also 
that  the  Court  could  never  have  intended  to  impose 
upon  the  Plaintiff  the  necessity  of  naming  commissioners 
to  take  an  answer  in  a  distant  part  of  the  world  within 
two  days,  and  stated  that  from  the  alleged  state  of  mind 
of  the  Defendant,  the  Plaintiff  was  very  desirous  of  join- 
ing in  the  commission  to  see  the  answer  taken. 
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Ur.KindersUy  and  Mr.  Glasses  contra^  contended  that 
the  terms  of  the  order  were  general  and  applied  to  all 
cases. 

Th  Mast£R  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment,  and 
subsequently  granted  the  application. 

(fl)  S  Dan.  Pr.  283. 


Vol.  V. 
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July  20,  MEYER  i;.  MONTRIOU. 

A  trustee,         fTHHIS  suit  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  making 
to  ▼o^'miit  ^^  trustee  of  a  marriage  settlement  liable  for  a 

funds,  ad-         breach  of  trust, 
nutted  he  bad 
sold  out  trust 

no°l!how  how  "^^  ^^  settlement   made  on  the   marriage  of  John 

the  produce  Meyer  with  Margaret  his  wife,  certain  funds  were  vested 

inwted?  ''^  trustees  upon  trust  for  the  husband,  wife,  and  chil- 

Held,  on  such  dren  of  the   marriage.      The   settlement  contained   a 

that  hTww"'  power,  with  the  consent  of  the  husband  and  wife,  to  call 

liable  to  make  in  the  trust  monies,  and  invest  them  in  government  or 

^jQ^^  mortgage  securities,  or   in  the  purchase  of  freehold, 

copyhold,  or  leasehold  estates. 

The  bill  alleged,  that  the  principal  part  of  the  trust 
funds  had  been  improperly  sold  out  of  the  bank,  under 
a  power  of  attorney  executed  by  the  three  trustees,  and 
had  been  in  consequence  lost;  and  it  prayed  that  the 
trustees  might  make  good  the  loss. 

The  answer  of  Montriou^  one  of  the  trustees,  admitted 
the  selling  out  of  the  trust  funds  under  a  power  of  at- 
torney given  by  him  and  his  co- trustees,  and  stated  some 
of  the  dealings  with  different  parts  of  the  fund,  but  he 
did  not  shew  on  what  securities  the  whole  of  the  monies 
had  been  invested,  or  whether  on  securities  warranted 
by  the  settlement,  (a) 

Mr.  Ptmberton  and  Mr.  Hetheringtoti  asked  for  a  de- 
claration of  the  liability  of  the  trustees  to  make  good 
the  fund. 

Mr. 
(a)  See  4  Beavan,  343. 
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JMir.  Kinderdey,  for  Mr.  Montriou,  contended  that 
such  a  declaration  was  premature,  and  that  there  ought 
to   be  a  previous  inquiry  as  to  the  investment  of  the 
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ISbAr.  Campbell  and  Mr.  E.  F.  Smithy  for  other  parties. 

73i«  Master  of'  the  Rolls  said,  that  where  n  trustee 
adnrx^itted  the  trust  fund  to  have  been  sold  out  and  con- 
^trtjed  from  a  proper  state  of  investment,  and  failed  to 
she^vi^  that  it  was  then  properly  invested,  he  was  liable, 
in  cbe  first  instance,  to  have  a  decree  made  against  him. 
Hei-e  the  trustee  admitted  that  the  fund  had  been  sold 
oaty    but  could  not  say  whether  any  part  was  now  pro- 
perly invested.     It  must  therefore  be  declared  that  he 
was   liable  to  make  good  the  fund  sold  out. 


CURTIS  V.  LUKIN. 


Juit^  13. 


^IIE  questions  in  this  cause  were,  first,  whether  the  A  gift  is  too 
trustees  and  executors  of  the  will  of  the  testator,  unless,  ac- 

^^^  JShadrach  Venden^  had  committed  a  breach  of  trust,  by  fording  to  the 

*^    intention  ot 
not  the  testator, 
mj  .  some  person 

^/^^  necessarily  be  in  existence,  with  legal  power  to  dispose  of  the  property,  within 

^^^riod  limited  by  the  rules  of  law. 
(^jf^     gift  must  not  only  vest  within  the  time  limited  by  the  rule  against  perpetuities, 
^      "^e  interests  of  the  re8)>ective  parties  in  the  property,  must  be  capable  of  ascer* 

^^^^ent  within  that  period,  otherwise  the  gift  will  be  void, 
^^p^  testator  bequeathed  leasteholds  in  Church  Street^  having  sixty  years  unexpired, 
fQ,.  ^s  to  which  there  was  no  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  to  renew,  to  A, 
(j^^^^^fe,  with  remainder  to  the  children  she  should  leave,  and  in  default  to  U.  He 
l^^^^eathed  to  trustees  other  leaseholds,  upon  trust  to  accumulate  the  rents,  until 
^  peases  of  the  Church  Street  property  "  should  become  nearly  expired,"  and  then 
pf^^^ply  such  part  thereof  as  should  be  necessary  in  the  renewal  of  the  Church  Street 
\f\^^^y*  *^^oT  the  bene6t  of  the  respective  persons  to  whom  he  had  before,  by  his 
l^^»  given  Ihe  same;"  imd  the  residue,  after  answering  the  purpose  aforesaid,  he 
^^  ^*  to  his  residuary  legatees.  The  testator  died  before  the  TheUusson  Act  came 
^^^^  operation.    Held,  that  the  trust  for  accumulation  and  renewal  was  void  for 

^^^teness  and  uncertainty. 
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not  in vestingthe  rents  of  three  leasehold  houses  in  Oxford 
Street  and  Audley  Street^  so  as  to  accumulate  and  Form 
a  fund  for  the  renewal  of  the  leases  of  two  houses  in 
Church  Street^  which  had  been  bequeathed  For  the  benefit 
of  his  neice  the  Defendant  Mrs.  Curtis  and  her  children ; 
and  secondly,  whether  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  one  of  the 
children,  was  now  entitled  to  call  for  the  performance  of 
this  trust,  or  to  charge  the  representatives  of  the  ex- 
ecutors of  Shadrach  Venden  with  the  breach  of  trust. 


The  testator  was  possessed  of  two  leasehold  houses  in 
Church  Street  for  a  term,  of  which  between  sixty  and 
seventy  years  were  unexpired,  and  he  possessed  three 
other  leasehold  premises  in  Oxford  Street  and  Audley 
Street. 

By  his  will,  dated  in  1794,  he  bequeathed  the  two 
houses  in  Church  Street  to  four  trustees,  upon  trust  for 
the  Defendant  Elizabeth  Curtis  (then  Elizabeth  ChevereU) 
for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and  from  and  after  her 
decease,  upon  trusts  which  were  expressed  as  follows : 
—  "  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  any  child  or  children  ray 
said  neice  Elizabeth  ChevereU  may  leave  by  any  husband 
or  husbands  she  may  happen  to  marry,  equally  to  be 
divided  amongst  them,  if  more  than  one,  share  and 
share  alike,  and  if  but  one  child,  the  whole  to  such  one 
child ;  but  in  case  my  said  neice  Elizabeth  ChevereU 
shall  not,  at  her  decease,  leave  any  child  or  children, 
then  to  the  use  of  my  nephew  Shadrach  Venden  ChexjC" 
relir 


The  testator  then  bequeathed  to  his  trustees  the  three 
leasehold  houses  in  Oxford  Street  and  Audley  Street^ 
upon  trusts  which  he  declared  as  follows :  —  ^*  upon 
trust,  that  they  my  said  trustees  shall  and  do,  from  time 
to  time,  receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  above 

three 
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lliree  leasehold  messuages  or  dwelling  houses  situate 
in    Oxford  Street  and  Audley  Street  aforesaid,  and  lay 
out  the  same  at  interest  till  my  several  leasehold  mes- 
suages or  tenements  hereinbefore  mentioned,  situate  and 
toeing  in  Church  Street  aforesaid  shall  become  nearly  ex- 
jr^ired^  and  then,  to  pay  and  apply  such  part  thereof  as 
.sJuill  he  necessary^  in  the  renewal  of  my  several  lease- 
ItboIcI    messuages   or    tenements    situate  and   being  in 
^Jhurch  Street  aforesaid,  for  the  benefit  of  the  respective 
23ersons  to  whom  I  have  before,  by  this  my  will,  given 
'S.lie    same."      And   he  gave   the   money   arising  from 
'S^lie  rents  of  his  houses  in   Oxford  Street  and  Audley 
JSireet^  and  the  interest  arising  therefrom  after  answer- 
5  ng   the   several   purposes   aforesaid,  between  Edward 
M^enden^  Shadrach  Venden  Chevereiiy  and  Elizabeth  Che* 
^cjereily  and  he  also  gave  his  residuary  estate  to  the  three 
"M  ast-mentioned  persons. 


1842. 


The  testator  died  in   1795,  so   that  the  Thellusson 
^ct  {a)  was  inapplicable  to  this  case. 

After  the  testator's  death,  the  trustees  and  executors, 
for  some  time,  continued  to  accumulate  the  rents  of  the 
Oxford  Street  and  Audley  Street  property.  The  leases 
expired  in  1817,  and  it  was  stated,  that  the  accumulated 
fund  was  afterwards  divided  amongst  the  residuary 
legatees. 


Mrs.  Curtis^  the  tenant  for  life,  was  still  living,  and 
this  bill  was  filed  by  one  of  her  children,  seeking  a 
declaration,  that  the  rents  of  the  Oxford  Street  and 
Audley  Street  property  ought  to  have  been  accumulated 
for  the  purpose  of  renewing  the  leases  of  the  Church 
Street  property;  that  the  trustees  and  their  represent- 
atives 

{a)  39  &  40  G.  5.  C.  98. 
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1842.  atives  might  be  held  responsible  for  the  breach  of  trust, 
in  not  doing  so,  and  that  the  money  recovered  might  be 
applied  in  the  renewal  of  the  leases  of  the  Church  Street 
property. 

The  Defendants,  the  representatives  of  the  trustees, 
insisted,  first,  that  the  trust  was  void  for  uncertainty ; 
2dly,  that  the  period  during  which  the  accumulation 
had  been  directed  might  possibly  exceed  the  limits 
allowed  by  law,  and  was  therefore  void. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Younge^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  trust  for  accumulation  is  valid,  for  the  whole 
interest  must  necessarily  vest  in  Mrs.  Cwii^s  children 
and  the  residuary  legatees  within  the  period  limited 
viz.,  within  a  life  in  beingr  and  twenty-one  years  after. 
Immediately  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Curtis  every  con- 
tingency will  end,  and  her  children  and  the  residuary 
legatee  will  then  have  the  power  of  disposing  of  the 
accumulated  fund,  and  of  stopping  the  further  accu- 
mulation. This  is  all  that  is  required  by  the  rule  which 
prescribes  only  the  time  within  which  the  property 
must  vest.  Where  there  is  a  gift  which  vests  within 
the  limited  period,  but  which  is  not  payable  until  after* 
wards,  the  gift  is  not  void,  but  the  Court  directs  pay- 
ment immediately  on  the  legatee  attaining  twenty-one. 
Saunders  v.  Vautier.  (a) 

Again,  Mrs.  Curtis  may  survive  the  leases,  and  then 
there  could  be  no  objection  to  the  trust  for  renewal. 

The  Plaintiff,  therefore,  has  a  right  to  have  the  rents 
accumulated   until   the   death  of  his  mother;  and  the 

trustees 
(a)  Cr.  (J-  Ph.  240.,  and  4  Beavan,  1 15. 


f 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  151 

trustees  having  neglected  to  do  so,  are  answerable  for        1842. 
^*«ir  breach  of  trust  ^^T^^"*^^ 

CUBTIS 

9. 

A^r.  Batfyf  for  the  widow  and  the  other  children.  Lukiw. 

l^v.  Pembei^ouj  Mr.  Hodgson^  and  Mr.  D.  Jamez^  for 
the  i^^presentatives  of  the  surviving  trustees. 

X^lie  trust  for  accumulation  and  renewal  is  void,  both 
for  mj  ncertainty  and  for  remoteness. 

X^faere  is  to  be  an  accumulation  until  a  few  months 
befoi-e  the  expiration  of  the  leases,  which  will  happen  in 
1BS3,  and  then  an  application  is  to  be  made  to  the 
hndlord  to  renew  the  lease ;  but  for  what  term  is  it  to 
^  renewed  ?  for  100  or  1000  years;  what  is  to  be  the 
'^nt,  is  it  to  be  at  a  rack  rent,  or  at  a  pepper-corn  rent  ? 
What  meaning  is  to  be  given  to  the  expression  "  nearly 
^^pired? "  and  what  is  to  be  done  if  the  landlord  re- 
cuses to  renew  the  lease?  —  would  the  children  in  that 
^vent  be  entitled  to  the  fund  which  would  be  necessary 
^^  renew? and  if  so  how  is  the  amount  to  be  ascertained? 

T*he  PlaintiiF  will  only  be  entitled  in  the  event  of  his 
Surviving  the  tenant  for  life,  and  it  will  be  impossible, 
^^en  then,  for  the  Court  to  say,  what  sum  he  is 
^'^terested  in ;  for,  until  the  expiration  of  the  lease  the 
Amount  necessary  to  obtain  a  renewal  cannot  be  ascer« 
^'oed. 

^^ut  assuming  there  is  no  vagueness  or  uncertainty 
"^  ^he  trust,  yet,  it  b  void  in  consequence  of  its  vio- 
'■^irjg  the  rule  of  law  against  perpetuities.  Every 
^^^^t  for  accumulation  which  is  not  necessarily  limited  to 
tn^  term  of  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one 
]|^Cirs  after  is  absolutely  and  wholly  void.     Thus  a  trust 

L  4  to 
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to  accumulate  for  twenty-two  years  certain,  is  absolutely 
void,  because  it  may  possibly  endure  beyond  the  legal 
limits ;  this  is  the  old  law,  independent  of  the  Thellusson 
Act  Here  the  answer  given  by  the  PlaintiiF  is  this^ 
that  he  is  not  within  the  rule,  because  the  trust  is  for 
the  benefit  of  a  party  in  being  and  her  children,  and 
that  the  interest  must  necessarily  vest  within  a  life  in 
being  and  twenty-one  years  after;  but  this  is  not 
enough,  you  must  also  shew  that  they  have  a  vested 
interest  in  an  ascertained  share  in  an  ascertained  fund* 
Suppose  the  tenant  for  life  to  die,  what  would  be 
the  fund  to  which  her  children  would  be  entitled,  and 
what  proportion  of  the  accumulations  would  belong  to 
the  residuary  legatees  ?  It  would  be  perfectly  impos- 
sible to  ascertain  it,  because  the  fund  required  at  the 
expiration  of  the  lease  would  not  be  capable  of  ascertain- 
ment. The  consequence  is  that  the  accumulation  would 
go  on,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  could  not  be  ascer- 
tained within  the  time  limited  by  the  rule  against  per- 
petuities, {a) 


It  is  said,  that  the  children  and  the  residuary  le- 
gatees have  the  power  of  putting  an  end  to  the  trust 
within  the  time,  but  that  would  be  effected  by  agreement 
between  themselves,  and  by  defeating  the  testator's  in- 
tentions and  not  by  right.  They  have  no  power  ad- 
versely to  compel  the  other  parties  to  compromise  their 
rights,  or  to  make  valid  by  agreement,  that  which  the 
law  says  is  invalid.  Again,  what  is  to  be  the  effect  if 
one  refuses  to  concur?  —  the  accumulations  must  go  on 
until  the  year  1863,  and  all  the  evils  which  the  rule  of 
law  is  intended  to  prevent  must  necessarily  happen. 


The  intention  was  to  accumulate  for  sixty- three  years 
certain,  which  is  void,  and  the  Court  cannot  look  to  the 

events 

(a)  See  Palmer  v.  Holford,  4  Rtiss.  405. 
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eTents  which  have  happened  or  may  happen,  in  order  to        1 842. 

render  valid  a  gift  which  is  not  so  limited  as  to  be  beyond 

the  possibility  of  being  too  remote.     They  cited  Leake 

T.  BMnm[a\  Proctor  v.  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells  (6), 

Lade  v.  Hoi/ord  (c),  Ibbetson  v.  Ibbetsoti  (rf),  Feame^s 

ConLRmrs. 

Mr.  Tiimey^  Mr.  Bacon,  Mr.  G.  Turner,  Mr.  Beales, 
Mr.  Sjmce,  Mr.  Renshaw,  and  Mr.  F.  J.  //a//,  for  other 

parties. 

Mr.  Kindersley,  in  reply. 

There  are  many  cases  in  which  there  has  been  a  direc- 
tion to  renew  generally,  and  which  have  never  been  held 
void  for  uncertainty*  To  renew  leases  means  on  the 
«"ne  terms,  Price  v.  Assheton.  {e)  If  it  be  held  that 
this  direction  to  renew  is  void  for  uncertainty,  then 
6very  trust  for  the  renewal  of  what  is  called  renewable 
leases,  which  the  landlord  is  not  bound  to  renew,  will 
also  be  void,  as  in  the  case  of  Bishops'  and  College 
leases. 

'^e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

^^  is  contended,  that  under  this  trust  for  renewal,  the 
trustees  were  to  receive  the  rents  of  the  houses  in 
^f^d  Street  and  Audley  Street,  and  accumulate  them, 
^"^"  the  leases  of  the  other  two  houses  had  become 
nearly  expired,  that  is  nearly  to  the  year  1863,  when 
^^^  last  of  these  leases  would  expire  or  be  upon  the 
point  of  expiring,  and  then  procure  the  best  renewal 
o»  the  leases  they  could. 

To 

(")  a  Mer.  363.  ((/)  10  Sim,  495. 

l*^  2  H.  BL  358.  \e)  1  K.  cf-  C.  82. 
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Curtis 

V, 
LUKIN. 


To  this  it  is  objected,  that  it  is  carrying  on  an  accu- 
mulation of  rent  and  income  beyond  the  period  which 
the  law  allows,  for  it  is  not  limited  to  a  life  in  being 
and  twenty-one  years  afterwards,  but  may  continue 
very  much  longer ;  this  indeed  is  perfectly  evident  The 
reply  given  to  this  objection  is  to  this  effect :  —  it  is 
very  true,  that  if  the  trust  be  literally  followed,  it  would 
be  too  remote,  but  it  ought  not  to  be  literally  followed, 
because,  within  the  period  allowed  for  accumulation, 
there  must  be  persons  ascertained,  who  alone  would  be 
entitled  to  this  fund  and  every  part  of  it :  again,  it  is 
possible  that  Mrs.  Curtis  might  live  beyond  the  term  of 
the  leases,  in  which  case  a  renewal  might  properly  be 
made  in  her  lifetime;  but  even  supposing  her  to  die  at 
any  time  whatever  within  this  period,  then  that  in 
twenty-one  years  after  her  death,  the  persons  authorized 
by  law  to  dispose  of  the  property,  might  divide  it  at 
once,  and  thus  prevent  the  future  accumulation  of  the 
fund,  and  obviate  the  mischief  which  the  rule  of  law  in- 
tended to  prevent. 


Now  the  persons  who  would  be  entitled  in  that  event, 
would  be  the  children  which  Mrs.  Curtis  might  leave  and 
the  persons  entitled  to  the  residue  of  the  money,  after 
answering  the  purposes  which  the  testator  intended  to  be 
effected.  They  might  all  be  in  a  state  competent  to  con- 
sent. Nevertheless,  in  that  state  of  things,  it  is  perfectly 
manifest,  that  although  amongst  themselves  they  might 
make  a  title  to  the  fund  to  be  accumulated  for  renewal, 
yet  each  of  them  would  be  uncertain  as  to  the  amount 
of  his  share,  or  of  that  which  was  his ;  no  one  of  them 
could  say,  such  a  share  of  this  property  is  mine,  I  have 
a  right  to  sell  or  dispose  of  it  as  I  please,  and  in  doing 
so,  I  am  acting  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
testator. 

In 
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In  all  cases  of  this  kind,  I  apprehend,  we  are  to  1842. 
look  at  the  directions  of  the  will,  with  reference  to  the 
property  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and 
with  irference  to  the  persons,  who,  under  the  directions 
of  the  will  and  according  to  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
majr,  at  a  future  period,  have  a  legal  power  to  dispose 
of  the  property.  If,  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  some  person  or  persons  must  not  necessarily  be 
in  existence,  with  legal  power  to  dispose  of  the  property, 
within  the  period  limited  by  the  rule  of  law,  then,  I 
apprehend,  the  gift  is  too  remote. 

Now  here,  such  was  not  the  intention  of  the  testator ; 
the  mtention,  according  to  the  argument  which  is  used, 
was  that  the  accumulation  should  go  on,  as  to  part  of 
this  at  least,  until  the  period  when  the  last  lease  was 
aboat  expiring,  that  is  until  1863,  which  period,  it  is 
evident,  might  be  beyond  that  limited  by  law ;  if  the  con- 
trary were  done,  it  would  be  done,  not  in  pursuance  of 
any  power  given  to  them  by  the  will,  but  in  consequence 
of  a  power  which  they  have,  of  coming  to  an  arrange- 
ment amongst  themselves,  by  which  they  compromise 
their  respective  claims  under  the  will,  and  create  for 
themselves  aliquot  defined  shares  in  this  part  of  this 
property,  doing  that  for  themselves,  but  proceeding  in 
a  manner  directly  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  will. 

I  should  have  been  very  willing  to  have  attended  to 
any  authority  which  might  have  been  brought  forward 
to  support  the  proposition,  that  this  might  be  done; 
none  has  been  cited.  The  case  of  Saunders  v.  Vauiier  (a), 
is,  I  apprehend,  entirely  different  from  this.  It  has 
frequently  happened  in  this  Court,  that  a  testator  has 
given  to  an  individual  an  absolute  vested  interest  in 
a   defined   fund,  so   that,   according   to   the   ordinary 

rule 
(a)  Cr,  4>  Ph  210.,  and  4  Beavan,  115. 
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rule  of  law,  he  would  have  a  power,  of  his  own  au* 
thority,  to  receive  or  dispose  of  it  immediately  or 
his  attaining  legal  age;  but  having  given  such  f 
vested  interest,  the  testator  has,  nevertheless,  postponec 
the  time  of  giving  him  possession,  till  a  period  subse 
quent  to  the  legatee's  attaining  twenty-one,  althougl 
in  such  cases,  the  party  having  attained  the  age  o 
twenty-one  cannot,  according  to  the  direct  intention  o 
the  will,  obtain  possession,  yet  he  has  everything  but 
possession ;  he  has  the  legal  power  of  disposing  of  it 
he  may  sell,  charge,  or  assign  it,  for  he  has  an  absolute 
indefeazible  interest  in  a  thing  defined  and  certain ;  th( 
Court,  therefore,  has  thought  fit  (I  don't  know  whethei 
satisfactorily  or  not),  to  say,  that  since  the  legatee  has 
such  the  legal  right  and  power  over  the  property,  anc 
can  deal  with  it  as  he  pleases,  it  will  not  subject  hin 
to  the  disadvantage  of  raising  money  by  selling  oi 
charging  his  interest,  when  the  thing  is  his  own,  at  this 
very  moment.  The  Court  has,  in  such  cases,  orderec 
payment  on  his  attaining  twenty-one.  I  don't  thinl 
that  case  is  analogous  to  this,  because  there  the  propert} 
is  defined  and  ascertained  ;  here  it  is  not,  for  the  share 
cannot  be  ascertained  until  the  period  for  renewal  hai 
arrived,  when  it  will  become  known  what  sum  is  ne- 
cessary for  that  purpose. 


Besides  this,  I  think  there  are  other  objections  oi 
the  ground  of  uncertainty,  which  I  do  not  think  i 
necessary  to  enter  into  in  detail,  as  my  opinion  is  cleai 
upon  the  grounds  I  have  stated ;  nevertheless,  I  maj 
say  that  I  think  the  uncertainty  of  the  shares,  whicl 
the  children  are  to  have,  an  uncertainty  arising  partiallj 
from  the  uncertain  demand  which  they  have  upon  th< 
fund  to  be  accumulated';  for  the  purpose  of  renewa 
is  such,  that  nobody  can  tell  what  ought  to  be  don< 
under  this  trust. 

Or 
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Oo  the  joint  ground  of  remoteness  and  uncertainty,  1842. 

'^  appears  to  me  that  this  trust  cannot  be  sustained ;  I  tT^*'^*^^ 

#K-  I    1  1        .  Curtis 

^^tm  this  bill  must  be  dismissed,  and  under  the  cir-  v, 

^'*  Instances  it  must  be  dismissed  with  costs.  Lukin. 


V 


HOWELL  V.  GAYLER.  July  20. 

N  the  marriage  of  William  North  with  Mary  Burg-  The  ultimate 
hope,  a  sum  of  1000/.  Navy  5  per  cent,  stock,  which  }|l|j|nn7mlr! 
looged  to  the  latter,  was  vested  in  trustees,  on  trust  riage  settle- 
pay  the  dividends  to  Mary  Burghope  for  life;   and  the  death  of 
^er  her  decease,  to  pay  the  dividends  of  a  moiety  to  «  husband  and 
^ilUam  North  for  life ;  and  after  the  decease  of  the  the  husband, 
s.m^nivor  of  them,  in  trust  to  pay  one  moiety  as  therein  |f  he  summed 
p^^BrticuIarly  mentioned,  and  as  to  the  other  moiety,  to  if  the  wife  sur- 
p»^y  it  to   William  North  absolutely,  in  case  he  should  aft^her^"' 
smx nrive  Ma;^  Burghope;  but  if  Mary  Burghope  should  death,  to 
survive  William  North,  (which  happened),  then,  upon  as  thehus- 
^1»<  decease  of  Mary  Burghope,  to  assign  and  transfer  it  band  should 
^^^  such  person  as  William  North  should,   by  deed  or  in  default, "  to 
^i'l,  appoint;  "  and  in  default  of  such  direction,  limit-  ^^j^f'n^^^[^;, 
^tiori,  or  appointment,  then  unto  the  executors,  ad  mini-  or  anient** 
*^»-ators,  or  assigns  of  the  said  William  Norths  SedTand^the 

husband  made 
Xlie  marriage  took  effect,  and  the  question   in    the  ment.    Held 

^^^se  arose  as  to  the  second  moietv,  under  the  followin<y  *b**'  bis  resi- 
-»•  *        ,  duary  lega* 

^^t^cumstances.     William  North  died    in  18^9,  and  his   tees  and  not 

^»fe,  who  survived  him,  died  in  184.1.     William  North  j)i«nextof 

km,  were  en- 
executed  titled. 
.  Stock  in  the 

*»^ndg  held  in  trust  for  the  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  as  the  husband  should 
Appoint,  and  in  default  to  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns.  Held,  not  to 
P^  under  the  will  of  the  hubband  by  the  words,  '*  money  he  might  have  in  the 
^ks  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  o^  England** 


1.58  CASES  IN  CHANCERY 

1842.  executed  no  appointment  of  the  fund,  but,  by  his  will, 
he  gave  *^  the  whole  of  the  money  he  might  have  in  the 
books  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of 
England^  and  also  all  the  money  he  might  have  at  the 
time  of  his  decease  in  the  Hertfordshire  savings'  bank," 
in  trust  for  his  widow  for  life,  with  remainder  to  other 
persons ;  and  he  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his 
widow  absolutely. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  administratrix  of  Mary 
North  the  widow,  claiming  a  moiety  of  the  fund,  as 
residuary  legatee  under  her  husband's  will. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bagshawc^  for  the  Plaintiff, 
cited  Grafftey  v.  Humpage.  (a) 

Mr.  Campbell^  for  a  trustee,  and  also  for  one  of  the 
next  of  kin  of  William  Norths  contended,  that  the  next 
of  kin  and  not  the  residuary  legatee  took  under  the 
above  limitation,  Palin  v.  HiUs.  (b)  He  also  cited 
Horseman  v.  Abbey,  {c) 

Mr.  jB.  W.  Moore,  contended  that  either  the  fund  be- 
longed to  the  next  of  kin,  or  passed  under  the  will  of 
William  Northy  as  "  money  which  he  had  in  the  books 
of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  Eng» 
land/*  he  cited  Bcthiine  v.  Kennedy {d)  to  shew  that 
the  gift  of  the  stock  was  specific. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply.  The  money  was  not  money 
which  the  testator  hud  in  the  bank  at  his  death,  as  it 
was  standing  in  the  name  of  trustees,  and  was  subject  to 
the  life  interest  of  the  wife. 

The 

{a)  1  Beavan,  47.  {c}  1  Jac.  4*  W^.  381. 

{6)  1  il/y.  «j-  K.  470.  (d)  1  Mi/L  *  CV.  1 16. 
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He  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  there  were  many 
cases  on  the  subject,  but  he  thought,  on  the  words  of 
the  settlement,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled. 
He  ordered  the  costs  of  all  parties  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
fund,  and  die  residue  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff. 
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See  SUekt  ▼.  Doddey^  1  Keen,  3S5. ;  CoUier  v.  Squire,  3  Rust. 
467.;  Pricf  v.  Strange,  6  Mad,  161.;  Bridge  v.  Abbot,  3  Bro.  C.  C. 
SS4.;  WeUman  V.  Bowring,  1  Sim.  4*  St.  94. 


NEALE  V.  HODGSON. 


Ju/y  33. 


Jj^UZABETH  NEALE,  the  wife  of  the  Plaintiff  Subject  to  the 

-^  Joseph  Neale,  was,  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  {j^^  husband^ 

entitled  to  some  freehold  property  and  money  invested  on  a  wife  had  the 

nwrtgages.    A  settlement  was  thereupon  made,  whereby  power  of  ap- 

it  was  covenanted  that  the  trustees  should  invest  7800/.,  pointing  a 
...  .  ,  -    trust  fund, 

part  of  her  property,  in  their  names,  and  stand  possessed  which,  in  de- 

thereof,  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Neale  for  life,  with  remainder  ^a^^'^^^P- 
'  pointment, 

to  Mr.  Neale  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of  was  limited 

the  marriage,  and  in  default,  then,  «  subject  and  without  k^n^^  and^tVere 

prejudice  to  the  life  estate  of  Mr.  Neale  in   case  he  ^a»  a  proviso 

should  survive  Mrs.  Neale*'  upon  such  trusts,  &c.  as  husband  be- 

^n.  Neale  should  by  will  appoint,  and    in  default  of  came  bank- 

,  -';      .  ,        .  ruptthedivi- 

^^Ppomtment,  on  the  trusts  following,  that  is  to  say,  in  dends  should 

trust  for  Mrs.  NeaU  in  case  she  should  survive  Mr.  nolongf.be 

paid  to  him. 

^eale,  "but  in  case  she  should  depart  this  life  in  the  The  wife  died 
lifetime  of  Mr.  Neale  (which  event  happened),  then  in  pointed  thT" 

trust,  subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the  life  estate  of  ^""J  to  her 

--       husband. 
Mr.  Held,  that  he 
became  en- 
titled thereto  ab«olnte1y,  and  had  n  right  at  once  to  have  a  transfer  thereof. 
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Mr.  Neale  therein,  for  the  next  of  kin  of  Mrs.  Neale  as 
if  she  had  died  sole  and  unmarried,  and  in  such  manner 
as  such  next  of  kin  would  have  taken  under  the  statute 
for  the  distribution  of  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of 
persons  who  die  intestate." 

The  settlement  provided,  that,  if  Mr.  Neale  became 
bankrupt  or  insolvent,  &c.,  the  dividends  "  directcKl  to 
be  paid  to  him  in  the  event  of  his  surviving  his  said  in- 
tended wife  should  no  longer  be  paid  to  him,  but  to 
such  person  or  persons,  and  in  such  manner  as  the  same 
would  have  been  payable  or  applicable  in  case  Mr.  Ncalc 
had  survived  Mrs.  Neale!* 

There  were  no  children  of  the  marriage.  The  wife 
died  in  1839,  having  made  a  testamentary  appointment, 
whereby  she  appointed  all  the  real  estate,  and  all  the 
principal  of  her  personal  estate  and  other  the  propertjr 
vested  in  the  trustees  of  her  marriage  settlement  unto 
the  Plaintiff  Mr.  Neale  absolutelv. 


The  Plaintiff,  by  this  bill  prayed  that  the  trust  pro- 
perty might  be  transferred  to  him  by  the  trustees.  The 
bill  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  had  an  absolute  interest 
therein  under  the  setdement  and  appointment.  The 
question,  raised  in  the  suit,  was  whether,  in  the  event 
of  the  Plaintiff  becoming  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  the  trust 
property  would  or  not,  under  the  circumstances,  go  over 
to  other  parties ;  and  whether  the  trustees  had,  there- 
fore, any  duties  to  perform  in  respect  thereof  which 
made  it  necessary  for  them  to  retain  the  property. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bacoiiy  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Mcfcal/e,  contra^  for   JV.  A. 
Hodgson  the  heir  at  law  and  next  of  kin  of  Mrs.  Neale^ 

contended 
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ooDteoded  that  the  fuud  ought  to  be  retained  by  the        1842. 

trusieeSf  as  it  was  possible  they  might  have  duties  to  per* 

form;  for,  as  the  right  of  appointment  was  *^  subject  to 

the  life  estate  of  the  husband,''  such  life  estate  was  un- 

aflected  by  the  appointment,  and  consequently  if  the 

husband  should  become  bankrupt,  his  life  interest  in  the 

prof)erty  would  then(:eforth  belong  to  the  heir  or  next 

of  kin  of  Mrs.  Neale  during  the  remainder  of  Mr.  Neal^s 

1<A^      That  it  was  the  clear  intention  of  the  settlement, 

that  the  property  should  not  go  to  Mr.  Neale^s  assignee 

in  case  of  his  bankruptcy ;  and  that  this  intention  would 

*>«  defeated  if  it  were  now  held  that  he  now  took  an 

absolute  interest. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  fV.  T.  S.  Daniel^  for  the  trustees. 

7%^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Xhe  intention  of  the  settlement  was,  that  if  the  hus* 
rajid   became  a  bankrupt,  the  children,  if  any,  should 
^^^  but  if  there  were  no  children,  then  that  the  ap- 
pointees of  the  wife  should  take.     The  appointees,  who 
^«re   afterward   to    be   nominated,   might    have   been 
s^i^ngers;    but  the   wife    has  made  the   husband   her 
H^pointee,  and  he  must  take  in  the  latter  character. 
^t  is  said  that  as  appointee,  he  takes  subject  to  his  own 
life  interest,  but  if  he  became  bankrupt  his  life  interest 
'•'ould  cease,  and  the  appointee  would  immediately  be 
entitled  to  the  dividends,  and  he  is  the  appointee.    The 
husband,  therefore,  is  absolutely  entitled,  and  there  must 
"^  a  declaration  to  that  effect. 

The  effect  of  the  settlement  is  not  defeated,  because 
^^  intention  was  merely  to  protect  the  family,  and  there 
^^K>ne. 

Vol.  V.  M 
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^««-  *.  Lord  HUNTINGTOWER  v.  SHERBORN. 

apjS^Sr''   THHIS  was  an  injunction  cause.    On  the  2d  of  ^agt/5/ 

service  thereof   -*-    1842,  and  before  the  bill  was  on  the  file,  the  De- 

discharved        fendant  was  served  with  a  subpcena  to  appear,  which 

with  costs,  on  was  tested  the  2d  of  Amust  in  the  fifth  year  of  her  pre- 
the  ground  of  ^.^  .  ^  ^  ^ 

an  irregularity  ^^"^  Majesty, 
in  the  teste. 

There  was  indorsed  on  the  writ  the  name  of  the 
Plaintifi^'s  attorney,  and  a  date  of  the  2d  of  August 
1842. 

It  was  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  that 
the  subpcena  and  the  service  thereof  should  be  set  aside 
and  discharged  for  irregularity,  with  costs. 

It  appeared  by  affidavit  that  the  writ  really  issued  in 
August  1842. 

Mr.  BeavaUj  in  support  of  the  motion. 

The  writ  is  tested  the  2d  of  August  in  the  fifth  year 
of  her  present  Majesty,  or  on  the  2d  of  August  1841. 
By  the  7th  Order  of  1 833  (a),  it  is  ordered  "  that  the 
time  for  serving  any  subpoena,  except  for  costs,  shall  be 
limited  to  the  last  day  of  the  term  next  following  the 
term  or  vacation  in  which  it  was  sued  out;"  conse- 
quently it  was  served  too  late.  If,  however,  the  writ 
actually  issued  in  August  1842,  then  the  teste  is  wrong, 
and  on  that  ground  the  writ  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Mr. 

(fl)  Ord.  Can,  44. 
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Mr,  Trippf  corUrd.  1842. 

The  objection  is  frivolous,  as  the  writ  issued  in  August 
1842f  and  the  date  is  properly  indorsed. 

JVf r.  Beavofij  in  reply. 

The  date  of  issuing  cannot  be  shewn  by  aflBdavit  so 
as  to  contradict  the  writ  itself.  As  to  the  date  indorsed, 
that  is  not  part  of  the  writ,  and  is  not  warranted  by  the 
form  directed  by  the  1st  and  3d  General  Orders  of 
December  1833.  (a) 

TJie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Court  having  of  late  intrusted  the  preparation  of 
writs  to  solicitors  (i),  it  is  important  that  they  should  be 
in  every  respect  regular.  The  motion  must  be  granted, 
with  costs. 

(a)  Orcf.  Om.  4S,  43. 60.  cember  1833;  see  Ordines  Can. 

(ii)  1st  Order  of  Slst  of  De^-      48. 
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June  1.  The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  t;.  POTTER. 

Julff  22. 

A  testator  be-  ^T^HIS  information  prayed,  that  an  account  might  be 

a  leasehold  taken  of  the  duty  payable  on  the  legacies  and  resi- 

and  his  resi-  duary  estate  given   by  the  will  of  the  testator  Arthur 

duary  estate  ^  ^               o             ^ 

to  A.,  B.,  and  Phillipy  and  that  the  amount  might  be  declared  to  be  a 

C.(hi8exe-  ^^^^  j^^  ^  ^iQt  Majesty  from   the  Defendant  James 

trust  to  per-  Potter  and  from  John  Imiic^  deceased ;  and  that  it  might 

oihre  the^  '^  ^^  declared,  that  a  leasehold  house  at  Bath^  which  was 

rents  and  part  of  the  testator's  estate,  was  liable  to  the  payment 

Hfe,  and  after-  ®f  ^^^  debt,  and  that  the  same,  or  the  proceeds  arising 

wards  to  pay  from  the  sale  thereof,  might  be  made  available  for  such 

cies,  and  the  payment ;    and  the  same  having  been   sold    by  James 

8^h  oVihree  ^^^^^''  ^®  ^VHHam  Bowie,  that  Potter  might  be  restrained 

persons,!).,  from    receiving   the   purchase-money,  and   that  Bowie 

should  be  '  might  be  restrained  from  paying  it  to  any  but  the  Com- 

living  at  if.'s  missioners  of  Stamps,  until  the  debt  should  be  paid. 

executors  per- 
mitted A.  to  The  testator.  Admiral  Phill/py  by  his  will  dated  the 
retain  posses-  '^       ** 
sion  or  the  20th  day  of  Mat/  1814,  after  directing  all  his  just  debts 

dlirhie^her  ^"^  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  to  be  paid,  and 

life,  and  I),,  after  giving  certain  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies  and 

executed  a  ^"  annuity,  gave  his  leasehold  house  in  Bath,  and  the 

deed  (which  appurtenances,   and    his    residuary    estate    to    his    wife 

was  also  exe-  ^    ,   ,,     x^,  .,f.        ▼  t       w           ^t           ^       »         m» 

cuted  by  B,  Isabella  Phillip,  John  Lane,  Osborne  Standert,  Thomas 

'rD 'J^^^d^  &///0W,  and  James  Potter,  on  trust  to  permit  his  wife 

whereby  they  and  her  assigns  to  take  and  receive  the  rents,  interest, 

as'tenants^  and   profits  thereof,    for  and  during  the  term   of   her 

in  common:  natural  life;  and  after  her  decease,  he  gave  several  pe- 

that  the  exe-^  cuniary  legacies  of  considerable  amount,  and  the  residue 

cutors  had  not  was 
assented  to 

the  legacies,  either  by  permitting  A,  to  retain  possession  of  the  leasehold,  or  by  the 
execution  of  the  deed  by  B,,  and  that  the  executors  could  make  a  good  title  to 
the  leasehold. 
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was  given  to  Susannah  Richardson^  Mary  Ann  Lance- 
foU  Michael  Daoe^  and  Rebecca  Ann  Potter,,  or  such  of 
them  as  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  bis  wife's  death. 
He  appointed  his  wife,  John  Lane^  Osborne  Standert^ 
Thomas  Sutton^  and  James  Potter  executrix  and  execu- 
tors of  his  will. 


1842. 


The 

Attorn  BT- 

Genbral 

t. 

POTTBR. 


The  testator  died  in  October  1814,  and  the  will  was 
duly  proved  by  Isabella  Phillip^  the  widow,  and  by 
ifl»e,  Standertj  and  Potter,  Stdton^  the  other  executor 
named  in  the  will,  renounced  probate.  Standert  died  in 
1816. 


On  the  17th  of  February  1817  the  four  residuary 
l^tees  executed  a  deed,  whereby  it  was  arranged,  that 
they  should  take  and  enjoy  their  interests  as  tenants  in 
common.  The  deed  was  executed  by  James  Potter  the 
executor  and  the  husband  of  Rebecca  A.  Potter  who  was 
one  of  the^  residuary  legatees.  The  widow  was  per- 
mitted to  enjoy  the  house  during  her  life.  She  died  on 
^  ith  day  of  March  1 823,  and  thereupon  John  Latie^ 
since  deceased,  and  the  Defendant  James  Potter,  he- 
owne  the  surviving  executors.  After  the  death  of  the 
^dow,  the  surviving  executors  paid  the  legacies  which 
then  became  payable,  and  divided  the  residue,  with  the 
exception  of  the  leasehold  house,  among  the  residuary 
legatees.  In  the  month  o(  April  1823,  the  leasehold 
fcouse  was  sold,  for  1800/.,  to  the  Defendant  Mr.  Bowie, 
^hopaid  a  deposit  of  270/.,  and  in  the  month  o(  August 
followmg  he  was  let  into  possession,  but  the  contract 
^as  never  completed. 

The  executors  computed  the  legacy  duty  payable  to 

the  Crown  at  1020/.,  and  it  was  stated  that  they  gave  to 

their  solicitor  a  draft  for  that  sum,  which  he  received 

from  their  bankers,  but  neglected    to   pay    it  to   the 

M  3  Stamp 
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Stamp  Office ;  and  payment  having  been  neglected  for 
several  years,  this  information  was  filed  in  the  Court  oi 
Exchequer  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  amount 
due. 

The  decree,  made  on  the  15th  oi  May  1888,  directed 
an  account  to  be  taken  of  the  duty  due  to  her  Majestj 
for  the  legacies  and  residuary  effects  of  the  testator,  and 
declared  that  the  Defendant  James  Potter^  as  surviv- 
ing executor,  and  the  Defendants  Harriet  Eleanai 
Lane  and  Sarah  Rule^  as  executrixes  of  John  Laney  de- 
ceased (admitting  assets),  were  bound  to  pay,  what 
upon  taking  the  account,  should  appear  to  be  due  to  hei 
Majesty,  with  the  informant's  costs  of  suit,  without 
prejudice,  however,  to  any  question  between  the  parties 
entitled  under  the  will,  by  whom  such  payment  should 
be  ultimately  borne.  And  it  was  further  declared,  thai 
the  leasehold  house  was  liable  for  the  payment  of  the 
duty.  And  it  was  referred  to  the  Maste%  to  inquire 
whether  a  good  title  could  be  made  to  the  house,  undei 
the  contract  with  Bowiey  and  if  so,  when  a  good  title 
was  first  shewn  to  Bowie ;  and  if  a  good  title  could  be 
shewn,  it  was  declared  that  the  agreement  should  be 
spefcifically  performed;  and  if  it  should  be  found  that  a 
good  title  could  not  be  made,  certain  inquiries  were 
directed  ;  and  the  Master  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  report 
any  special  circumstances. 


On  the  14th  of  February  1842,  the  Master  made  a 
separate  report,  by  which  he  found  that  a  good  title 
could  not  be  made  to  the  house  at  Bath  ;  and  to  this 
report  an  exception  was  taken  by  the  Defendants,  the 
executrixes  of  John  Lane  deceased.  The  Master's  re- 
port was  founded  on  this: — that  the  house  had  been 
specifically  bequeathed  to  the  testator  s  widow  for  her 
life,  with  remainder  to  the  residuary  legatees:  —  that 

the 
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execators  assented  to  the  legacy,  and  that  the  house 
thereby  ceased  to  be  assets,  and  had  vested  in  the 
l^^;atees,  and  that  therefore  the  executors  could  no 
l^Higer  make  a  title  thereto. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Barbrwy  in  support  of  the 
^sxception,  argued,  that  this  was  not  the  simple  case  of 
^s  legacy  to  one  for  life  with  remainder  to  others,  but 
'ft.hat,  after  the  determination  of  the  estate  for  life,  the 
proper^  was  subject  to   legacies,  which  were   to   be 
praised,  before  the  legateies  in  remainder  could  take  what 
"vras  given  to  them.     That  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
-tenant  for  life,  the  property  was  not  applicable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  legacies  payable  on  her  death ;  but  becoming 
so  applicable,  before  the  legatees  in  remainder  could  take, 
mod  it  being  the  duty  of  the  executors  to  raise  the  lega- 
cies, their  assent  to  the  gift  to  the  widow  for  life,  did 
:aiot  involve  their  assent  to  the  legatees  in  remainder,  so 
ms  to  transfer  to  them  the  duty  or  the  obligation  which 
the  testator  had  imposed  on  the  executors.     They  ar- 
gued also,  that  the  fact  of  permitting  Mrs.  Phillip  to' 
enjoy  the  leasehold,  according  to  the  trusts  of  the  will, 
did  not  constitute  an  assent  to  the  legacy;  Dae  dem. 
Hm/es  V.  Sturges  (a),  Richards  v.  Brorame  (d),  Doe  dem. 
Shtrgesv.  Taichell{c);  and  that  the  deed  of  1817  was 
executed  merely  for   the   purpose  of  ascertaining  and 
defining  the  shares  of  the  parties  in  remainder,  and  that 
it  was  executed  by  Mr.  Pottery  not  in  his  character  of 
executor,  but  as  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Potter^  who  was 
one  of  such  parties  entitled  in  remainder. 


1842. 

The 

Attornbt- 

Gbncral 

V, 
POTTBR. 


That  the  Master  was  wrong  in  treating  the  bequest 
of  the  leasehold  as  a  specific  legacy,  for   though  the 

testator. 


(a)  7  Taunt,  2\7. 

(b)  5  Bing.  JNT.  C.  495. 


(<?)  5  B.^  Ad.  675. 


Af  4 
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testator,  by  directing  his  executor  to  permit  his  wife  to 
take  the  "  rents,"  had  shewn  that  she  was  to  enjoy  the 
leasehold  specifically,  in  the  state  in  which  they  were 
at  hb  death,  still  that  this  did  not  constitute  a  specific 
legacy,  the  distinction  between  the  two  being  clearly 
pointed  out  in  Pickering  v.  Pickering,  {a) 

Mr.  Romilly^  for  the  Attorney-General,  was  about  to 
support  the  exception,  but 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  decided  that  not  having 
excepted  to  the  report,  he  could  not  be  heard  against 

it.  (b) 


Mr.  Boupell  and  Mr.  Wood^  contra^  for  Mr.  Bcme  the 
purchaser.  The  Master  is  right  in  his  finding,  and  the 
executors  cannot  make  a  good  title  without  the  concur- 
rence of  the  legatees,  in  whom  the  property  became 
vested  by  the  assent  of  the  executors.  What  took  place 
after  the  death  of  the  testator  had  the  effect  of  convert- 
ing the  executors  into  trustees  of  this  property  for  the 
legatees.  The  bequest  of  the  rents  constituted  a  specific 
gift  of  the  leasehold ;  Goodenough  v.  Tremamondo.  (c) 
The  assent  of  one  of  several  executors  was  sufiicient  to 
vest  the  legacy  in  the  legatee  (J),  and  the  assent  to  the 
tenant  for  lite  was  an  assent  to  those  in  remainder  {e) ; 
The  executors'  assent  to  the  legacy  is  clearly  proved, 
first,  by  the  deed  of  the  17th  of  February,  1817,  to 
which  Mr.  Potter^  the  executor,  was  a  party ;  and,  se- 
condly, by  the  ftict  of  the  wife  being  left  in  the  enjoy- 
ment 


(fl)  2  Beav.  31.,  and  4  Myl.  ^ 
Cr,  289. 

(A)  See  Stubht  v.  Sargon, 
5  Beav,  408.;  Bonser  v.  Cox^ 
4  Beav,  582.;  and  Johnson  v. 
Todd,  post. 


(c)  2  Beav.  512. 

(rf)  Williams  an  Exors.  622. 

(e)  1  Roper  on  Legacies,  738. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


169 


meot  off  the  house,  and  permitted  to  use  it  as  her  own 
from  tK»e  time  of  the  testator's  death  to  her  own  death. 

Th^g^y  cited  2  Williams  on  Executors^  846.,  Chetpney  v. 
SniM  ^  ^),  Paramour  v.  Yardley  (6),  Young  v.  Holmes  (c), 
and  M^iMamt  v.  Peirce.  (d) 

Mr^    Pembertony  in  reply. 

If  V-l:ie  executors  have  become  trustees,  they  are  trus- 
^^^  CV>r  all  the  purposes  of  the  will,  namely,  to  dis- 
charg^  the  other  legacies,  and  pay  all  legal  burthens  on 
^e  assets. 


1842. 


2%^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

^b«  Master  has  reported  that  a  good  title  cannot  be 

niad^    to  the  house  at  Bath,  and  his  report  is  founded 

^Por^    the  position  that  the  house  in  question  was  speci- 

^cally  bequeathed  to  the  testator's  widow  for  life,  with 

'^**^  binder  to  the  residuary  legatees :  —  that  the  execu- 

'"^  assented  to  the  legacy,  and  that  thereby  the  house 
l^^^^id  to  be  assets,  and  consequently,  that  the  title 

^^^to  is  vested  in  the  legatees,  and  not  in  the  exe- 

^^    ^^^e  assent  is  said  to  be  proved,  first,  by  the  deed  of 

.       ^^-^tiarjf  1817;  and,  secondly,  by  the  fact  of  the  wife 

^^^2  left  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  house,  and  permitted 

^^se  it  as  her  own,  from)the  time  of  the  testator's  death 

*>  er  own  death. 

^iTie  deed  of  February  1817,  was   executed   by  the 
^^'^^^ons  who  were,  or  might  become  entitled  to  the 


J^y  ss. 


reversion 


(a)  1  Leonard^  ^\5. 
(h)  Plowdcn,  539. 


(<?)  1  Strange,  70. 
Id)  5  P.  Wms,  12. 
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1842.  reversion  or  remainder  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate^ 
expectant  on  the  decease  o{  Isabella  Phillip  the  tenant 
for  life,  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  bequest  to  them 
more  immediately  and  permanently  benefical  and  efTec- 
tual,  and  to  carry  into  effect  an  agreement  into  which  they 
had  entered,  that  ail  such  benefit,  or  chance  of  survivor- 
ship as  was  given  to  them  by  the  will,  should  be  waived, 
and  that  their  contingent  interests  should  be  converted 
into  vested  interests,  whether  any  of  them  should  die  in 
the  lifetime  of  Isabella  Phillip  or  not.  This  deed  was 
executed  by  James  Potter^  one  of  the  executors,  whose 
wife  was  one  of  the  residuary  legatees,  but  considering 
the  object  and  intent  of  the  deed,  1  am  of  opinion  that 
the  execution  of  it  by  one  of  the  executors,  cannot 
be  deemed  an  assent  to  a  legacy,  depriving  the  subject 
of  it  of  the  character  of  assets. 

The  effect  of  the  widow  having  been  permitted  to 
occupy  and  enjoy  the  house,  as  her  own,  during  her 
life,  is  to  be  considered.  The  whole  estate  was  subject 
to  all  debts  and  legacies.  Some  of  the  legacies  and  an 
annuity  were  immediate  gifts :  others  were  payable  on 
the  death  of  the  widow.  Subject  to  the  debts,  to  the 
legacies  payable  immediately,  and  to  the  annuity,  the 
widow  was  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  residuary  estate 
for  her  life,  and  after  her  death,  but  subject  to  the 
payment  of  several  legacies  which  then  first  became  pay- 
able, the  ultimate  residue  was  given  over.  The  duty  of 
all  the  executors,  which  they  undertook  upon  accepting 
the  office,  was  to  pay  the  debts  artd  all  the  legacies  pay- 
able on  the  testator's  death,  ascertain  the  residue  after 
such  payments,  give  the  widow  the  enjoyment  of  that 
residue  during  her  life,  and  preserve  it  for  the  legacies 
which  were  to  become  payable  on  her  death,  and  for 
the  persons  who  were  to  be  then  entitled  to  it  subject  to 
those  legacies.  Upon  the  death  of  the  widow,  it  be- 
came 
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cam^    tiie  duty  of  the  surviving  executors  to  provide  for 
and  f3sy  the  legacies  which  then  became  payable,  and  to 
pay  ^he  ultimate  residue  to  the  persons  then  entitled, 
and  ^l^e  executors  do  not  appear  to  me  to  have  acted 
othex*^prise  than  in  conformity  with  their  duty  in  these  re- 
spec^9K«     Supposing  the  house  to  have  been  specifically 
givesu    to  the  widow  during  her  life,  it  was  not  the  sub- 
ject of  a  specific  gift  after  her  death ;  and  at  the  time 
vherft  she  took  possession,  she  had,  besides  her  interest 
as  legatee,  a  duty  as  executrix  to  preserve  it,  not  merely 
^or  t.lie  legatees  in  remainder,  but  as  part  of  the  tes- 
^tor^s- assets,  for  payment  of  the  legacies  which  became 
l^y&ble  upon  her  death.      The  other  executors  had  the 
^uty   which  they  might  have  been  compelled  to  per- 
^■•nn,  of  permitting  her  to  occupy  the  house  according 
^^^     t;lie  will,  and  the  further  duty  of  executing  those 
^•"^^sta  of  the  will,  which  were  to  be  executed  after  her 
^^^^^h ;  and  it  appears  to  me,  that  by  acting  according 
*^^     tlie  will  in  giving  her  possession  of  the  house,  they 
^^^*^^iot  be  deemed  to  have  divested  themselves  of  their 
^^^S^^  power  to  perform  that  part  of  their  duty,  which 
"^     testator  had  postponed  till  after  her  death. 


184>2. 


^X?or  these  reasons,  I  think  that  the  exception  must  be 
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March  23.  CAREW  V.   WHITE. 

AftrU  15. 

Memoranda,     HPHIS  was  the  usual  motion  for  the  production   of 
of  which  the  documents^  admitted  to  be  in  the  Defendant's  pos- 

Plaintiffwas     session  relating  to  the  matters  in  question, 
entitled  to,  °  ^ 

were  entered 

1^®^®  The  object  of  the  suit  was  to  wind  up  the  afiairs  of 

odier  mattert,  a  late  partnership  between  three  solicitors. 

to  a  discovery 

of  which  the 

Plaintiff  was  The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  admitted  that  he  had 

and  they  could  ^^  ^'^  possession  certain  Diaries,  wiiich  he  had   kept 

not  be  sepa-      durinc  the  partnership,  and  in  which  he  was  "  in  the 
rated  or  sealed  ,    ,  .        ^         ,  .  ,  ,  ^     , 

up.    Held,       habit   of  making    short  memoranda    or  notes  of  the 

fendanfmust    '^"^iness  daily  transacted  by,  him,"  on  account   of  the 

suffer  the  in-     partnership  ;  he  also  stated  as  follows:  —  *^  that  he  had 

ofhisownact,  ^^^  \^^^Xi   in  the   habit,  during  the  period  aforesaid, 

and  produce     of  making  entries  in  the  said  books  or  diaries,  of  all  or 

the  %vuOifi> 

many  of  his  own  private  and  family  concerns,  matters, 
affairs,  and  accounts,  and  that  the  same  books  did,  in 
fact,  contain  the  private  journals  of  the  acts,  remarks, 
and  observations  of  him  the  Defendant,  and  which  he 
never  intended  for  the  inspection  of  any  one  besides 
himself;  and  such  private,  and  family  matters,  and 
affairs  occupied  as  great,  or  a  greater  portion  of  the  said 
books  or  diaries,  than  the  short  notes  or  memoranda 
of  business  transactions  aforesaid,  and  were  intermixed 
and  entered  together  with  the  said  business  memor- 
anda in  the  same  portion  of  the  said  books  allotted 
for  each  day;  and  it  was  therefore  absolutely  impos- 
sible to  seal  up  the  said  entries  of  private  and  family 
matters  and  affairs,  from  the  said  business  memoranda, 
or  otherwise  to  prevent  the  same  from  being  seen  or 
perused  by  any  person  having  liberty  to  see  or  peruse 

the 
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the  said  business  memoranda.     That  such  business  me-        1842. 
moranda  were  very  short,  and  were  now,  therefore,  for 
the  most  part,  become  unintelligible,  and  that  the  same 
were  entered  in  the  said  diaries,  only  for  the  purpose 
oF  enabling  the  Defendant  to  enter  his  work  therefrom 
into  the  proper  books  of  the  said  last-mentioned  part* 
Bership,  called  the  <<  Office  Work  Books,"  and  that  he 
did,  accordingly,  enter  full  particulars  of  all  his   said 
business  transactions  in   such  Office    Work  Books   in 
due  coarse,  and  which  said  Office  Work  Books  were 
open  to  the  inspection  of  the  said  Plaintiff  at  the  office 
^  the  Defendants,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  dissolu- 
tion agreement." 

Mr,  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Glasse  moved  for  the  pro- 
doctioD  of  these  books  amongst  other  documents. 

Mr^Kindersley  and  Mr.  Halleti^  contra^  resisted  the 
production  on  the  ground  of  the  inconvenience  and  an- 
noyance  that  it  would  occasion  the  Defendant,  and 
^^g^^  that  it  was  quite  unnecessary  for  the  purposes  of 
this  suit,  as  all  the  matters  relating  to  the  partnership 
business  had  been  copied  into  the  Office  Work  Books. 
^"^y  ofiPered  to  furnish  verified  copies  of  the  entries 
'■elati^^g  to  the  partnership  matters. 

^^«  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  he  was  very  de- 
woi^^  of  relieving  the  Defendant  from  the  production 
of  tl^^e  private  memoranda  if  it  were  possible,  con- 
sister^^y  ^ith  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff.  That  the  case 
had  i^^tter  stand  over  to  see  what  could  be  done,  or  if 
the  O^sual  order  could  be  modified. 


Tbe  case  was  mentioned  again,  when  it  appeared  im-       ^prii  15. 
iposft^V)le  to  separate  the  part  relating  to  the  partnership 

from 


174  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1842.  from  that  relating  to  the  Defendant's* private  matters^ 
or  to  seal  up  the  latter.  The  whole  was  very  closely 
written,  and  bound  up  together  in  large  volumes. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Glasse  were  again  heard  for 
the  Plaintiff,  and 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Hallett  for  the  Defendant. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply) 
said,  I  feel  a  strong  disposition  to  protect  Mr.  White 
from  the  liability  of  producing  these  documents.  The 
question,  however,  is  one  of  right,  and  if  I  cannot,  on 
some  general  principle,  applicable  to  other  cases  as  well 
as  this,  relieve  Mr.  White  from  making  a  discovery  of 
those  matters  in  these  books  which  do  not  relate  to  the 
business  of  the  partnership,  the  usual  order  must  be 
made.  If  the  entries  relating  to  the  business  had  been 
in  a  separate  book  the  Defendant  would  have  been 
bound  to  produce  it  as  relating  to  the  partnership 
transactions.  The  Plaintiff  being  clearly  entitled  to 
the  production  of  the  entries  as  to  the  partnership 
if  they  had  been  kept  separate,  can  the  right  be 
altered  by  the  circumstance  that  Mr.  White^  for  his 
own  convenience,  has  mixed  them  with  his  private 
concerns  ?  When  the  case  was  before  me  on  a  former 
occasion,  I  was  desirous  of  knowing  if  any  thing  could 
be  added  by  affidavit.  Mr.  White  has  sworn  that  to  the 
best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  there  are  no  entries 
which  have  not  been  carried  out  in  the  partnership 
books,  but  it  is  admitted,  that  there  is  a  variation  be- 
tween the  original  and  the  entry  in  the  partnership 
books  ;  besides  this  the  carrying  out  was  the  act  of  Mr. 
White  alone,  and  might  have  been  done  in  a  manner  not 
approved  of  by  the  other  partner,  who  would  be  entitled 
to  compare  them.     I  have  affidavits  on  the  otlier  side, 

that 
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tbt  on  a  former  discussion  as  to  certain  partnership 
triDsactioQS,  the  entries  in  the  partnership  books  not 
appearing  clear,  it  was  necessary  to  refer  to  the  private 
diary  to  get  accurate  information  on  the  subject.  I  am 
at  a  loss  to  find  any  general  ground  on  whicii  to  protect 
Mr.  White.  As  he  has  imprudently  mixed  his  private 
nuuters  with  the  partnership  transactions,  it  is  his  duty 
to  separate  them,  and  if  he  cannot,  he  must  necessarily 
suffer  the  inconvenience  arising  from  his  own  act.  The 
Defeodant  is  entitled  to  the  usual  order  for  sealing  up 
those  parts  not  relating  to  the  partnership  transactions, 
aodhemay,  if  he  can,  avail  himself  of  this  qualification. 


1842. 


STANLEY  V.  BOND. 


Jufie  S.  4. 


TN  thb  cause,  the  common  injunction  for  want  of 
answer  had  been  obtained  in  Februaryj  and  it  was 
afterwards  extended  to  stay  trial. 

The  Plaintiff  suddenly  pressed  for  an  answer,  which 
^as  filed  on  the  80th  of  May^  and  on  the  same  day  the 
Defendant  obtained  and  served  an  order  nitt,  to  dissolve 
t^c  injunction.  On  the  2d  of  Junej  which  was  the  day 
OB  which,  by  the  order,  cause  was  to  be  shewn, 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Toller,  for  the  Defendant, 
called  upon  the  Plaintiff  to  shew  cause. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and    Mr.  Wright,   for  the   Plaintiff, 
Slated  that  the  answer  was  of  great  length  and  amounted 
to  SOO  folios,  and  therefore  it  was  but  reasonable  that 
"le  Plainiiff  should  have  some  time  to  ascertain  whe- 
ther 


Ad  order  mri 
for  dissolving 
an  injunction 
having  been 
regularly 
served,  so  as 
to  allow  two 
clear  davs 
before  the  day 
for  shewing 
cause,  the 
Court  refused 
to  Rive  the 
Plaintiff 
further  time  to 
determine 
whether  he 
would  shew 
exceptions  or 
merits  as 
cause,  al- 
though the 
answer  was  of 
considerable 
length. 
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ther  exceptions  might  be  taken  to  the  answer  and  shewn 
as  cause,  or  whether  cause  should  be  shewn  on  the 
merits  on  the  next  motion  day. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  contended,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  now 
bound  to  elect  either  to  shew  exceptions  for  cause,  or 
to  undertake  to  shew  cause  on  the  next  day  of  motions 
upon  the  merits  confessed  by  the  answer.  That  the 
indulgence  now  asked  was  not  warranted  by  the  general 
practice  of  the  court;  and  that  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
bill  had  been  of  great  length,  no  additional  time  would 
have  been  allowed  to  a  Defendant  to  file  his  answer  so 
as  to  save  the  common  injunction.  He  argued  secondly, 
that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  were  not  such  as  to 
entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  any  indulgence.  Pinheiro  v. 
Porter  (a),  and  2  Dan.  Pr.  310.  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  order  nisi  seems  to  have  been  regularly  served, 
so  as  to  allow  two  clear  days  between  the  service,  and 
the  day  on  which  cause  is  to  be  shewn,  (i)  The  objec- 
tions to  the  proposed  delay  are  twofold ;  first,  that  there 
is  no  precedent  for  granting  it,  and  if  not,  that  I  cannot 
make  one ;  secondly,  that  this  is  not  a  proper  case  for 
extending  the  indulgence.  I  am  inclined  to  think, 
under  the  circumstances,  that  I  must  decide  on  the  first 
objection.     I  will  see  if  there  is  any  authority. 


June  4,  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  he  could  find   no 

precedent  for  granting  the  indulgence  which  was  asked 
by  the  Plaintiff.  That  he  would  not  break  through 
the  established  rule,  and  therefore  could  not  give  the 

Plaintiff 
(a)  3  Sioansl.  362,  n.  (A)  OrtL  Can.  15. 
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Plaintiff  any  time  to  except,  and  that  the  PlaintiiF  must        1842. 
therefore  undertake  to  shew  cause  on  the  merits. 


Xo-»i.— The  Vice-Chancellor  of  England^  as  I  have  been  in- 
form^sci,  made  a  similar  decision  in  Crety  v.  Beauan^  9th  Jime,  184S ; 
•tail  KB^  that  to  grant  the  application  would  be  to  act  inconsistently 
with  ^Jhe  terms  of  the  order  nin,  by  which  the  injunction  was  to  be 
<lissol^ed,  unless  some  cause  was  shewn  on  a  particular  day. 

Mj-.  IVaie/SM  for  the  Plaintiff, 

A.«:acl  Mr.  BMeH  for  the  Defendant. 


NASH  V.  MORLEY.  June  2. 10. 

^^OHN  WILKINSON^  the  testator  in  this  cause,  by  A  gift  to 

hfi  divided 

Ills  will,  dated  the  20th  of  April  1831,  directed  part  «  among  poor 

^    '^  is  estate  to  be  laid  out  in  the  funds,  and  he  thereupon  P'***"  persons 

|3|.^^  male  or  fe- 

^^-eeded  and  expressed  himself  as  follows  :  —  **  And  male,  old  or 

^^^  my  executors   hereafter  named,   and   their  heirs  l"^;"^ill 

^j^^^^        ''  '  executors  see 

^^  assigns  do  receive  the  interest  thereof,  half  yearly,  fit,  not  omit- 

^^  divide  it  among  poor  pious  persons  male  or  female^  ^cf  familieTif 

^*    or  infirm^  as  ihey  see  Jit^  not  omitting  large  and  sick  of  good  cha- 

^fir^^^     -.-      .y,     y.        ,  ',  ,.     mi  1  racter,"  is  a 

'^^^Ites  tf  of  good  character.       The  testator  made  a  co-  valid  charit- 

^^  <^  il,  dated  the  29th  of  July  1 833,  but  he  did  not  thereby  J^e^^o^""' ' 

^^r  the  nature  of  the  bequest  in  his  will  to  poor  pious  "poor"  ex- 


the  word 
"  poor '' 

^^^Vsons.       Aftpr   the  fpctiitnr's    flAnth.    rintilits   Arose   re-     f°    **? 


^ons.     After  the  testator's  death,  doubts  arose  re-  ^h^Qu^,  ^^ 

T^^ciing  the  legal  effect  and  construction  of  the  will  and  whole  sen- 

j.  .,    tence. 
codicil,       Where  trus- 
tees have  an 
option  to  apply  funds  to  purposes  which,  though  liberal  or  benevolent,  are  not  such 
^  are  in  this  Court  understood  to  be  charitable,  the  trust  cannot  be  executed  here. 
Thus,  the  Court  cannot  execute  a  trust  for  private  charity. 

A  bill  was  filed  by  one  of  several  trustees  of  a  charitable  gift,  the  validity  of  which 
was  disputed,  a«iinst  the  co-trustee,  who  had  refused  to  act,  and  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  testator,  to  have  it  executed.  The  trustees  had  accepted  the  trust.  Held,  that 
the  proceeding  was  not  improper,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  apply  to 
the  Attomey-Ueneral  to  proceed  by  information. 

Vol.  V.  if 


MORLBY. 
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\S4f2.        codicil,  particularly  as  to  the  effect  or  sufficiency  of 
^^^      the  charitable  bequest  "  to  poor  pious  persons,^  and 
V,  also,  particularly,  as  to  the  liability  of  the  charitable 

bequest  to  make  up  the  deficiency  of  the  estate  to  pay  a 
legacy  of  10,000/.  bequeathed  by  the  codicil,  and  two 
other  legacies  of  10,000/.  and  2000/.  Opinions  of  counsel 
were  taken  on  the  subject,  which  were  in  favour  of  the 
sufficiency  of  the  charitable  bequest,  but  considered  that 
the  fund  made  charitable  by  the  will,  was  liable  to 
make  good  any  deficiency  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's 
estate  to  pay  legacies. 

Under  these  circumstances,  and  to  remove  those 
doubts,  and  to  prevent  delay  and  expense  in  giving  full 
effect  to  the  charitable  and  other  trusts  of  the  will,  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  executed  deeds 
dated  in  September  1833 ;  and  thereby  they  confirmed  the 
will  and  codicil,  and  released  their  interest  in  the  estate; 
to  the  intent  that  the  charitable  bequest  and  the  other 
trusts  of  the  will  and  codicil  might  be  performed  and 
carried  into  execution  by  WiUiam  Nashj  John  Morley^ 
and  Jacob  Wilkinson^  as  the  executors  and  trustees 
thereof:  *'  it  being  the  clear  intent  and  desire  of  all 
the  parties,  to  enable  the  said  William  Nash^  John 
Morley^  and  Jacob  Wilkinson  to  apply,  dispose  of,  and 
distribute  the  said  personal  estate  and  effects  (after  pay- 
ing debts),  upon  the  trusts  and  in  manner  expressed, 
declared,  and  directed,  in  and  by  the  will  and  codicil, 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  thereof,  and 
of  the  testator,  as  in  and  by  the  will  and  codicil  was  ex- 
pressed and  declared,  and  had  been  ascertained  and' 
agreed  upon,  and  consented  to,  as  in  the  deed  men- 
tioned; any  rule  or  construction  of  law  or  equity  to  the 
contrary  thereof,  in  anywise,  notwithstanding.** 

After  the  execution  of  these  deeds,  the  funds  were 
invested,  and  for  some  time  applied  upon  the  trusts 

mentioned 
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mentioned  in  the  will.      Afterwards,  the  next  of  kin        1842. 

agpain  raised  a  claim  to  the  residue,  and  insisted,  that  the 

beqftxest  in  the  will  was  not  a  valid  bequest  to  charitable 

pui-poses,  and  that  the  testator's  next  of  kin  were  en- 

^tle^  to  the  whole  thereof.     The  Plaintiff  Nash^  one 

^^     ^lie  executors,  alleging  himself  to  be  desirous   to 

•PF^l  jr  the  dividends  for  the  charitable  purposes  in  the 

^^m      mentioned,  but  being  unable  to  do  so,  by  reason 

^^    ^lie  refusal  of  Jacob  Wilkinson^  a  trustee  and  one  of 

tli^      next  of  kin,  filed  this  bill  against  his  co-executor 

^■^^     the  next  of  kin  to  obtain  the  directions  of  the 

^^^^oiJ^rt. 

^^*lr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Gasclee^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

^^Sf  r*  Pemberton  and  Mr.  J.  Humphry^  for  Thomas  Nash 
'^'^^-M  Jane  his  wife,  who  was  a  daughter  and  one  of  the 
**^^^t  of  kin  of  the  testator. 

*rXhis  bequest,  as  a  charitable  gift,  is  invalid,  and  there 

*^    ^3^  resulting  trust  in  favour  of  the  next  of  kin.  To  con- 

^^^''•mte  a  good  charitable  bequest,  the  objects  must  be 

^^^^^  ^i^lusively  of  a  public  nature,  for  if  tlie  trustees  have  a 

^■-'^^^retion  to  apply  any  undefined   portion   to  private 

**^  ^^ividuals,  or  for  private  purposes  of  benevolence  the 

^^^^  ^uest  would  be  invalid ;  as  the  Court  could  not,  in 

^'^^  ^rh  a  case,  interfere  with  the  execution  of  the  trust,  or 

^^^^^•rect  a  mal-administration.      If  property   be  given 

'^^^Ttly  for  public  charity  and  partly  for  private  purposes, 

^'^^d  the  two  objects  are  connected,  the  whole  gift  is  void. 

'^  ^>  Morice  v.  The  Bishop  of  Durham  (a),  it  was  held  that 

^^      bequest,  in  trust  for  such  objects  of  benevolence  and 

^  V)erality  as  the  trustee  in  his  own  discretion  should  most 

^^t^prove,  could  not  be  supported  as  a  charitable  legacy, 

^^tid  was  therefore  a  trust  for  the  next  of  kin.     Sir  W. 

Grant 

(a)  9  Vet.  399. 

N2 
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1842.  Granl  there  said,  "  The  question  is  not  whether  the 
trustee  may  not  apply  it  upon  purposes  strictly  charit- 
able, but  whether  he  is  bound  so  to  apply  it."  The  deci- 
sion of  Sir  W.  Grant  was  afterwards  affirmed  by  Lord 
Eldon.  (a)  In  James  v.  Allen  (b)  the  bequest  was  to  be 
applied  and  disposed  of  to  such  benevolent  purposes  as 
the  trustees  in  their  integrity  and  discretion  should 
agree  on,  and  Sir  William  Grant  held  it  void,  saying, 
"  If  the  property  might,  consistently  with  the  will,  be 
applied  to  other  than  strictly  charitable  purposes,  the 
trust  is  too  indefinite  for  the  Court  to  execute."  Again, 
in  Ommanney  v.  Butcher  (c),  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  held 
that  a  bequest  for  private  charity  was  void ;  and  he  said, 
"  A  trust  to  be  carried  into  execution  by  the  Court 
must  be  of  such  a  nature  that  it  can  be  under  the  control 
of  the  Court;  if  the  trust  cannot  be  ascertained,  the 
Court  cannot  see  to  the  execution  of  it;  it  becomes  too 
general  and  indefinite."  The  case  of  Horde  v.  LtordSuf" 
folk(d)  may  be  considered  inconsistent  with  Ommanney  y. 
Butcher^  but  the  authority  of  the  latter  case  is  established 
by  the  decision  of  Sir  C  C.  Pepys  in  the  subsequent  case 
of  Williams  v.  Kershaw,  (e)  There,  a  testator  directed  his 
trustees  to  apply  the  residue  *^  to  and  for  such  benevolent 
charitable  and  religious  purposes,  as  they  in  their  dis- 
cretion should  think  most  advantageous  and  beneficial." 
It  was  held,  that  the  gift  was  invalid  as  a  charitable 
gift,  and  that  the  property  belonged  to  the  testator's 
representatives.  So  in  Ellis  v.  Selby  (^),  where  the  gift 
was  ^'  for  such  charitable  or  other  purposes,"  as  the 
trustees  should  think  fit,  it  was  held  that  the  trust  was 
so  indefinite  that  it  failed,  and  the  fund  fell  into  the 

residue. 

(a)  10  Vet.  522.  {e)  Cited    1  Keen^  227.  232., 

(A)  3  Mer.  17.  and  5  CV.  ii  F.lli.n, 

[c)  Tuni,  i  Rust.  26a  (g)  7  Sim.  552.,  and  1  Mj^L  ^ 

[d)  2  Mt/L  cj-  K.  59  Cr.  286. 


Ir.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Simpson^  for  Jacob  Wilkinson, 
^^■^^^    of  the  executors  and  next  of  kin  of  the  testator. 


T,  Tinney  and  Mr.  Dixon,  for  John  Morley. 


Wray,  for  the  Attorney-General,  insisted,  that 

K     construction  contended  for  by  the  next  of  kin  was 

^   the  proper  one.     That  the  plain  meaning  of  the 

^ator  was,  that  the  fund  was  to  be  divided  between 

r  pious  persons,"  but  not  <^  omitting  large  and  sick 


^^^^TBilies  of  good  character,"  so  that  it  was  a  necessary 
^i^^  ^lification  for  the  objects  to  be  poor,  and  that  conse- 

^^-^^5ntly   none  but  poor  objects  could  partake  of  the 

^^^^^^nefit  of  the  charity. 

Se  argued  also  that  the  executors  and  next  of  kin 
^^^  bound  themselves  by  the  deeds,  and  were  wholly 
^^^ eluded  thereby;  that  the  trustees  held   upon  some 
^"^st,  and  not  beneficially  for  themselves,  and  that  there- 
fore 
{a)  1  O.  M.^  R,  143. 
N  S 
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'^esidiie.    On  this  point  they  also  cited  In  re  Wilkin'        1842. 

^o9t  (a),  and  argued,  that,  under  the  terms  of  this  gift, 

tlie     executors  might  distribute  the  fund  amongst  any 

*^  'Ai^ge  families  of  good   character,"   or  amongst  any 

pn^rsKte  individuals  answering  that  description,  without 

i^i^ar«noe  to  their  pecuniary  circumstances ;  and  the  dis- 

cet:ion  therefore  being  too  large,  that  the  fund  belonged 

^^^  ^  We  next  of  kin. 

-A^^  to  the  deeds  of  1833,  they  contended  that  they 

■•^^"■•^y  confirmed  the  gifts  by  the  will,  ^nd  could  not 

^F^^*^te  to  make  a  gift  valid  which  would  otherwise 

*^^    i^ivalid,  for  the  same  objections  to  the  nature  of  the 

^****^JU  would  still  apply. 


V 
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1842.  fore  either  the  Crown  was  entitled  to  the  fund.  Middle^ 
ton  V.  Spicer  (a) ,  or  that  it  was  distributable  amongst 
such  objects  as  might  be  directed  by  sign  manual.  He 
cited  the  43  Eliz.  c.  4.  to  shew  that  there  were  many 
public  objects  which  were  considered  charitable  in  the 
sense  that  this  Court  would  see  to  their  performance. 
He  also  objected  to  the  frame  of  the  record,  and  argued 
that  the  Plaintiff  having  accepted  the  trusts,  had  no 
right  to  come  by  a  bill  of  his  own,  against  his  co-trus- 
tees and  the  Attorney-General  to  have  the  validity  of 
his  trust  contested,  but  that  he  ought  to  have  applied 
to  the  Attorney-General  for  hb  sanction  to  file  an  in- 
formation. 

Skel/brd  on  Mortmain^  60. ;  Waldo  v.  Caley  \b) ;  Horde 
V.  Lord  Suffolk  (c) ;  Johnston  v.  Swann  (d) ;  and  In  re 
Franklin  {e)  were  cited. 


June  10.  TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  a  gift  ^^  to  poor  pious  per- 
sons male  or  female,  old  or  infirm,  as  the  trustees  see 
fit,  not  omitting  large  and  sick  families  if  of  good  cha- 
racter," is  a  valid  charitable  gift,  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  is.  If  the  words  were  such  that  this  Court  had 
not  authority  to  compel  the  trustees  to  apply  the  funds 
to  purposes  strictly  charitable,  or  technically  so  deno- 
minated, the  trust  could  not  be  maintained ;  James  v. 
Allen,  {g)  The  question  in  all  such  cases  is,  whether  it 
is  not  only  the  duty  of  the  trustee,  but  a  duty,  the  per- 
formance of  which  will  be  enforced  by  this  Court,  to 
apply  the  whole  fund  to  purposes  which  are  here  called 

charitable. 

(fl)  1  B.  a  C.  201.  (d)  5  Mad.  457.,  and  Ambler 

(b)  16  Vet,  206.  {BiuTU's  edition),  585.  n. 

(c)  2  iW>/.  4-  jr.  59.  ie)  5  y.^J,  544. 

(g)  3  Mer.  19. 
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charitable.  If  there  be  any  option  in  the  trustee  to  1842. 
apply  the  funds  to  purposes,  which,  though  liberal  or 
benevolent,  are  not  such  as  are  in  this  Court  understood 
to  be  charitable,  the  trust  cannot  be  executed  here. 
Moreover,  if  it  be  expressly  declared,  that  the  fund  is  to 
bedistribated  in  private  charity,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
Court  caoDOt  execute  such  a  trust.  The  testator,  in  such 
s  case^  has  shewn  that  the  party  to  whom  the  control  of 
^e  fuDcl  is  given,  is  not  to  have  the  fund  beneficially, 
and  he  seems  to  have  referred  the  distribution  to  private 
jodgmeot,  which  this  Court  cannot  control. 

'q  the  present  case,  th^  argument  has  been,  that  from 
uic  Words  used,  the  testator  must  be  deemed  to  have 
meant  a  private  and  not  a  public  charity,  and  a  private 
charity  being  incapable  of  execution  in  this  Court,  the 
oext  of  km  are  entitled.     In  this,  as  in  all  other  cases 
^^  ^he  like  kind,  the  difficulty,  if  any  there  be,  arises 
""oHi  the  ambiguous  application  of  words.     The  expres- 
S10H3  ** public  "  and  '*  private**  are  not  used  in  precisely 
^  ^sime  sense  wherf  we  speak  of  public  and  private  in- 
stitutioos,  as  they  are,  when  we  speak  of  distributing 
foocl^  Jq  public  or  in  private  charity.     In  the  case  of 
^^  AUomey^General  v.  Pearce{a\  Lord  Hardvoicke  has 
'^t^d  it  to  be  **  almost  impossible  to  say  which  cha- 
ntie«,»»  1.^.  (as  I  understand  it),  which  charitable  in- 
stitutions **are  public  and  which  are  private  in  their 
i^&tiire,"  and  in  the  argument  of  this  case,  no  one  has 
^^vnpted  to  state  the  difference  between  a  public  and  a 
private  charity  by  any  accurate  definition.     Here  the 
<3^)i^ct8  are  distinctly  stated  to  be  poor  persons,  and  a 
^  to  poor  persons  is  a  good  charitable  gift.     The  gift 
bere  is  to  poor  pious  persons,  and  the  gift  is  not  less  a 
cbaritable  gift,  because  the  objects  are  to  be  pious,  male 

or 

(a)  8  Atkint,  87. 

N  ^ 
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1842.  or  female,  old  or  infirm.  No  particular  persons  are 
indeed  specified,  and  the  gift  is  to  be  among  such  of  the 
described  objects,  as  the  trustees  shall  see  fit ;  and  Lord 
Hardwicke  says :  ^^  Where  testators  have  not  any  par- 
ticular person  in  their  contemplation,  but  leave  it  to 
the  discretion  of  a  trustee  to  choose  out  the  objects, 
though  such  person  is  private,  and  each  particular  ob- 
ject may  be  said  to  be  private,  yet,  in  the  extensiveness 
of  the  benefit  accruing  from  them,  they  may  very  pro- 
perly be  called  public  charities.  A  sum  to  be  disposed 
of  by  A.B,f  and  his  executors,  at  their  discretion,  among 
poor  housekeepers,  is  of  this  kind."  (a) 

It  was  argued,  that  the  word  ^^poor''  did  not  extend 
through  the  whole  of  the  gift,  and  the  direction  ^^  not  to 
omit  large  and  sick  families  if  of  good  character,"  does 
not  constitute  a  valid  charitable  gift.  It  appears  to  me, 
however,  that  by  this  clause  the  testator  only  meant  to 
signify,  that  by  the  word  ''  persons  "  he  did  not  mean 
to  restrict  the  trustees  to  individuals  only,  but  to  enable 
them  to  apply  the  charity  for  the  benefit  of  poor  families, 
and  I  think  it  clear  that  the  word  "poor"  extends 
through  the  whole  sentence;  and  I  am  therefore  of 
opinion  that  this  is  a  good  and  valid  charitable  bequest. 

An  objection  was  taken  to  die  form  of  proceedings  in 
this  case,  and  there  seems  to  be  some  ground  for  it  on 
the  part  of  those  who  make  it ;  but  I  own  I  cannot 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  a  trustee  in  the  situation  of 
this  Plaintifi*  has  not  a  right  to  maintain  such  a  bill  as 
this.  He  alleges  that  he  is  desirous  of  carrying  this 
trust  into  execution,  and  that  he  is  prevented  from 
doing  so,  by  the  refusal  of  his  co-trustee.  In  such  a  state 
of  circumstances,  though  I  conceive  that  it  would  have 

been 

{a)  2  Aik.  88. 


"^-■^^l  8CC  Ewen  v.  Bannerman^  2  Dow.  i  CL  74. ;  Hiil  v.  Bumsy 
cttec4    2  Dow.  4-  a.  101. ;  MUlhr  v.  -Roiwin,  5  CL  ^  Fin.  99. ;  Powers^ 
T.  Powerscourt,  1  MoUotf,  616. 
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been  better  for  him  to  have  applied  to  the  Attorney-        184>2. 
Genera],  and  to  have  informed  him  of  the  diflSculty 
in  which  he  was  placed,  in  order  that  the  trust  might 
be  carried  into  execution  at  the  instance  of  the  Officer 
of  the  Crown,   still  I  cannot  say   he  was   bound   to 
depend  upon  the  Attorney-General  in  that  respect,  or 
that  he  has  not  a  right  to  come  here.     Although  there 
IS  00  saggestion  that  the  Attorney-General  did,  in  this 
case,  refuse  his  sanction,  yet  he  might  have  done  so, 
^d  I  can  hardly  hold  that  this  suit  was  improperly  in- 
stated without  placing  trustees  like  these,  more  in  the 
oiscretion  and  power  of  the  Attorney-General  than  they 
^%fat  to  be.     I  cannot  therefore  say  that  this  suit  was 
^prcperly  instituted. 

-A^  to  the  question,  whether  there  is  to  be  a  reference 
to  tHe  Master  to  approve  of  a  scheme,  I  should  certainly 
"'f^^  a  scheme  if  the  Attorney-General  desired  it,  and 
"^U^ht  it  proper  or  useful  in  this  case  to  direct  one.  If 
he  does  not  I  must  order  the  Defendants,  the  trustees, 
to  c^oncur  with  the  Plaintiff  in  executing  the  trust. 
^^»e  seems  to  be  no  difficulty  in  carrying  the  trusts 
loto  execution,  as  the  trustees  seem  already  to  have 
^^^c^iited  the  trusts  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  the 
dee^a^. 
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May  25.  PATERSON  V.  LONG. 

Two  houses,     ^T^HIS  cause  came  before  the  Court  on  general  de- 
held  under        X    murrer. 
oue  lease, 
were  sold  in 

serrate  lots,  rj.  y^^^^^  \y^\^  ^^^^^  ^^^  \q^^^  at  a  rent  of  8/., 
and  It  was  .         . 

stipulated  that  were  sold  by  auction,  in  separate  lots,  and  by  the  con- 

should^be^*^"  ditions  of  sale  it  was  stipulated,  that  the  purchasers  of 
parties  to  the  two  lots  should  be  parties  to  each  other's  assign- 

assignment  ment,  and  covenant  to  pay  the  proportion  of  the  rent 
Held,  that  the  allotted  to  each,  and  to  indemnify  each  other  against 
Jot  2.  was  not  the  same,  and  also  give  mutual  powers  of  distress  and 
a  necessary  entry,  upon  and  over  the  premises  purchased  by  each, 
fbr  specific  as  an  indemnity  against  the  payment  of  more  than  the 
MainsTthc*     due  proportion  of  the  original  rent  of  8/.  payable  by 

purchaser  of     each  purchaser. 

lot  1.  ^ 

One  of  the  houses  comprised  in  lot  1.  was  purchased 
by  the  Defendant  Long^  and  the  other  by  another  person* 
Lmig  having  refused  to  complete  his  purchase  on  grounds 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state,  the  vendor  filed  this  bill 
against  him  alone,  for  a  specific  performance.  The  bill 
charged,  that  the  purchaser  of  lot  2.  was  ready  and 
willing  to  concur  in  all  proper  assignments  of  lot  1.  to 
the  Defendant. 

The   Defendant  filed  a  general   demurrer. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Barlow^  in  support  of  the 
demurrer,  amongst  other  objections,  insisted,  that  the 
purchaser  of  lot  2.  ought  to  be  made  a  party  to  the 
suit,  as  he  was  interested  in  the  contract,  and  was 
bound  to  be  a  party  to  the  assignment. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  BeavaUy  contrdj  contended  he 
was  not  a  necessary  party,  and  could  not  properly  be 
made  a  party,  as  he  was  not  a  party  to  the  Defendant's 
contract  (a) 

Tik  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If  there  is  to  be  a  specific  perFormance  of  the  con- 
tract, the  purchaser  of  lot  2.  will  be  bound  to  concur 
Jn  the  assignment,  but  is  it  necessary  that  he  should  be 
a  party   to  all  the  litigation  between  the  vendor  and  the 
purchaser  of  lot  1.  ?   I  think  not ;  besides  this,  the  bill 
^^ges  that  he  is  ready  to  concur.    Although  it  might, 
^J  possibility,  become  necessary  hereafter  to  compel 
uim  to    join  in  the  assignment,  still,  I  see  no  reason  for 
inakin^  him  a  party  to  a  suit  until  that  necessity  arises. 
The  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 

(a)  Wood  ▼.  WkUe,  4  Mt^.  4*  Cr.  460. 
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1842. 


Feb.23.  ALDRIDGE  t;.  WESTBROOK. 

PARSONS  V.  WESTBROOK. 

npHE  second  of  these  two  suits  was  filed  on  behalf  of 
the  creditors  of  Richard  Aldridge.     The  first  suit 
was  instituted  by  his  children,  to  have  the  benefit  of 
articles  entered  into  by  him  on  his  marriage. 

It  appeared,  that  Richard  Aldridge  and  his  brother 

James  Aldridge  were  equally  entitled  to  an  estate  called 

atlerwardfl  ao-   fVoodmacoteSj  which,  in  1792|  they  mortgaged  for  1200A 


A.  being 
entitled  to  a 
moiety  of  an 
estate,  cove- 
nanted to 
settle  it  on 
himself  for 
life,  with  re- 
mainder to 
his  wife  and 
children.    He 


quired  the 
other  moiety, 
and  mort- 
gaged the 
entirely  to  B, 
who,  having 
no  notice,  ob- 


to  a  Mr.  Lee. 


Richard  Aldridge^  being  about  to  marry,  executed 
articles  of  settlement,  whereby  he  covenanted,  within 
tained"mori^  ^^^^  months,  to  convey  his  moiety  of  this  estate  to  trus- 
over  the  wife  tees,  free  from  incumbrances,  in  trust  for  himself  for 
of  A.  By  the  ^^^'^f  ^^^  remainder  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  with  re- 
will  of  B.  the  mainder  to  the  children  of  the  marria£re. 
mortgage  was  ^ 

given  to  C.  for 
life,  with  re- 
mainder to  A, 
absolutelv.  A- 
died,  and  C, 
by  virtue  of 
the  mortgage, 
received  the 
rents  of  the 
entirety  to  the 
disappoint- 
ment of  the 
wife  and  chil- 
dren of  A, 

C  afterwards  died.  Held,  that  the  widow  and  children  of  A»  had  no  equity  as 
against  the  general  creditors  of  A»  to  have  a  lien  on  the  second  moiety  of  the 
estate,  to  recoup  the  loss  sustained  by  them  by  C.*s  receiving  the  renu  of  the 
moiety  of  the  estate  bound  by  the  settlement,  from  the  death  of  A,  to  the  death 
of  (7»,  but  that  they  must  come  in  as  specialtv  creditors  under  the  covenant. 

A  mortgagee  filing  a  bill  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  the  other  creditors  of  the 
deceased,  is  entitled  to  payment  of  hb  mortgage  money  out  of  the  mortgaged  estate, 
before  payment  of  the  costs  of  suit. 


In  1 808,  James  Aldridge  sold  and  conveyed  his  moiety 
of  the  estate  to  Richard^  and  on  the  5th  of  October  1808^ 
Richard^  in  violation  of  the  marriage  articles,  mortgaged 
the  entirety  of  the  estate  to  James  for  securing  \O0OL 

In  November  1810  James  died,  having  by  his  will 
given  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust 

for 
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Aldridge 


for  his  wife  Anne  for  life,  and  ader  her  death  and  sub-        1842. 
ject,  as  to  bis  personal  estate,  to  some  legacies,  in  trust 
as  to  the  whole  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  for  his  v. 

brother  Bichard  Aldridge.  Westbrook. 

On  the  death  of  James^  Richard  was  indebted  to  him 
in  the  sum  of  1000/!^,  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  in 
the  further  sum  of  2000/.,  for  which  he  held  no  security. 
An  arrangement  was  afterwards  entered  into,  by  means 
of  which  the  trustees  of  James  got  in  the  first  mortgage 
fcr  1200/.,  and  with  it  the  legal  estate,  and  Richard  exe- 
cuted to  them  a  mortgage  of  the  entirety  of  the  estate, 
for  securing  to  them  the  sum  of  4200/.,  being  the  ag- 
gregate amount  of  the  first  mortgage  of  1200/.,  and 
the  two  sums  of  1000/.  and  2000/.  due  from  Richard 
to  the  estate  of  James. 

Neither  James  himself  nor  his  trustees  had  any  notice 
of  the  articles,  and  they  were  consequently  unfettered 
^reby.  The  consequence  was,  that  the  widow  of  James^ 
who  was  entitled  to  an  estate  for  life  in  the  mortgage 
for  4200/.  secured  upon  the  entirety  of  the  estate,  had 
ihe  benefit  of  this  security  from  1810  to  her  death,  which 
^  recently  happened,  and  in  respect  thereof,  she  re- 
ceived during  her  life  the  whole  amount  of  the  rents  of 
'H>th  moieties  of  the  estate  in  question. 

Sicfiard  died  on  the  5th  of  September  1818,  without 
having  performed  the  covenant  contained  in  the  mar- 
riage articles.     Upon  his  death  his  widow  and  children 
would,  if  Richard  had  duly  performed  the   marriage 
articles  and  had  not  mortgaged  the  estate,  have  become 
entitled  to  the  receipt  of  a  moiety  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  estate;  but  from    1818  to  the  death  of 
Janes%  widow  in  1841,  their  rights  had  been  defeated 
by  the  paramount  claims  of  the  widow  of  James, 

The 
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1842.  The  mortgage  for  4200/.,  though  valid  as  against  the 

^^^^"^  marriage  articles  of  Richard^  had  recently,  by  the  death 

V.  of  Jameses  widow,  and  under  the  limitations  in  his  will. 


Wbstbrook. 


fallen  into  and  now  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  BichardU 

Some  time  after  the  death  of  Richard  a  bill  was  filed 
on  behalf  of  his  creditors,  to  obtain  payment  of  their 
debts ;  and  two  of  the  children  of  James  also  filed  another 
bill  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  benefit  of  the  mar- 
riage articles,  and  in  that  suit  it  was  declared  that  they 
were  entitled  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  settlement. 
Under  these  circumstances, 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Randell,  for  parties  claim- 
ing under  the  articles,  now  contended,  that  they  had,  as 
against  the  general  creditors  of  Richard,  an  equity  to 
have  the  mortgage  for  4200/.  kept  on  foot  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  them  a  lien  on  the  second  moiety  of  the 
estate,  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  of  the  rents  of  the 
first  moiety,  which  through  the  breach  of  trust  of  Richard 
had  been  received  by  the  widow  of  James,  to  the  dis- 
appointment of  the  persons  entitled  thereto  under  the 
marriage  articles. 

Mr.  KindersUy,  for  the  creditors  of  James,  contra,  con- 
tended, that  the  parties  claiming  under  the  articles  had 
no  lien  on  the  other  moiety  of  the  estate,  and  that 
they  must  come  in,  under  the  covenant,  pari  passu  with 
the  other  creditors. 

Mr.  Tinuej/,  Mr.  Busk,  Mr.  Turner,  and  Mr.  Paton, 
for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  some  complication  in  the  facts  of  this  case, 
and  I  have  certainly  had  some  difficulty  in  clearly  com- 
prehending 


Aldridge 
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prebending  the  effect  of  those  facts.     [After  stating  the        1842. 
above  drcumstances  bis  Lordship  continued.]     It  has 
been  declared,   that  the  widow   and   the  children   of  v. 

Bichard  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  articles,  or  to  Westbrook. 
tbe .first  moiety  of  the  property,  the  legal  estate  of  which 
bis  DOW,  by  the  death  of  the  widow  of  JameSf  become 
tvailabie  for  the  purposes  of  the  settlement  The  widow, 
tberefore,  of  Richard^  is  now  entitled  for  her  life  to  re- 
ceive tbe  rents  and  profits  of  that  nloiety,  and  after  her 
death  the  children  will  be  entitled  in  remainder.  The 
legal  estate  of  that  moiety  is,  therefore,  entirely  appli- 
cable to  the  purposes  of  the  settlement;  but  it  appears 
that  tbe  mortgage  executed  by  Richard^  comprised  not 
only  the  moiety  of  Woodmacotet^  which  was  subject  to 
tbe  articles,  but  also  the  other  moiety  of  that  property 
vhich,  at  a  subsequent  period,  Richard  purchased  from 
Jmn;  and  the  widow  of  Richard  now  claims  to  be 
eutitled  to  a  lien  upon  that  other  moiety  of  Woodmacotes 
^  the  loiss  she  has  sustained.  It  is  said  that  the  mort- 
gage being  made  for  the  benefit  of  Richard^  and  subsisting 
tt  A  valid  mortgage  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  James^ 
^ben  it  was  disposed  of  by  his  will,  and  being  after- 
wards continued  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  of  Jamesy 
^ht  now  to  be  continued  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow 
^flUchardj  who,  by  the  act  of  Richard  in  making  the 
niortgBge,  enabled  the  widow  of  James  to  intercept  the 
''gbts  of  the  widow  of  Richard  under  the  settlement, 
^^i  for  a  time,  wholly  to  deprive  her  of  the  rents  of 
^  nioieiy  of  the  estate,  to  which  under  the  articles  she 
*as  entitled. 

Now  what  happened  wiih  respect  to  that  moiety? 
l"e  mortgage  debt  was  a  part  of  the  estate  of  James. 
%  the  effect  of  the  will  of  James  that  debt,  as  regarded 
^be  interest  of  Richard^  ceased  to  be  a  debt  It  was 
gtven  to  Richard^  who  by  virtue  of  the  mortgage  was 

a  debtor, 
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184?.  a  debtor,  but  by  virtue  of  the  bequest,  became  at  the 

7^^^^^  same  time  a  creditor.     How  is  that  debt  to  be  kept 
Aldridge  ^  '^ 

V.  up  for  the  purpose  of  answering  this  claim  ?     I  ap- 


Wbstbrook. 


#:* 


prehend  that,  if  it  qould  be  done  in  any  way,  it  would  Ml 

be,  by  having  the  mortgage,  in  the  first  instance,  in  some  ^ 

way  distinguished  from  all  the  other  property,  as  well  M  J 

of  Richard  as  of  James.     In  one  sense,  and  in  one  sense  ^^ 

only,  is  it  distinguished  from  the  property  of  James^  W^ 

because,  if  I  understand  the  matter,  the  other  property  '^^ 

of  James  has  been  administered,  and  by  virtue  of  the  ^^ 

mortgage,  the  property  has  been  heretofore  enjoyed  by  '^^ 

his  widow.  ,  On  the  other  hand,  the  mortgage  money  "^Ci 

received  by  Richard  was  never  kept  separate  or  apart :  it  ^^  ■ 

constituted  a  debt  due  from  Richard^  and  not  a  sum  of  "^  ^ 
money   received   by   him  and   distinguished  from  the 
other  part  of  his  estate,  in  such  a  way  that  a  lien  could 
be  established  upon  it  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  confess,  though  I  have 
been  a  good  deal  affected  by  the  ingenuity  of  the  argu- 
ment employed  in  the  discussion  of  the  case,  which  has 
shewn  very  plausible  reasons  for  it,  and  though  I  have 
felt  a  disposition,  which,  I  think,  every  body  must  feel 
to  establish  the  claim  if  it  could  be  effected,  I  cannot 
see  any  mode  of  getting  at  a  distinct  part  of  the  pro- 
perty oTJameSy  so  as  to  make  it  subject  to  this  lien  for 
the  benefit  of  the  widow  of  Richard. 

The  estate  of  Richard  will  be  administered  according 
to  the  ordinary  rules,  and  this  and  every  other  part  of 
his  property  is  subject  to  debts  and  claims  which  may  be 
made  upon  it. 

The  best  opinion  I  can  form  upon  this  is,  that  I  do 
not  think  this  lien  established,  and  the  widow  must 
therefore  come  in  as  a  specialty  creditor  only,  in  re- 
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9^ect  of  the  violation  of  her  rights  under  the  marriage 
articles. 


1842. 


The  Court,  as  I  have  been  informed,  decided  another    ^"•''»*«"^- 

point  in  the  second  suit,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  bold- 

"^S»  that  where  a  creditor's  bill  was  filed  by  a  mortgagee 

^fco  was  also  a  creditor  by  simple  contract,  he  was 

*^*^tStled  to  payment  of  his  mortgage  money  out  of  the 

**^origaged  estate,  before  the  payment  of  any  part  of  the 

^="Ostoofthesuit 

C3r^«itwwrf  V.  Taylor  (a),  Mason  v.  Bogg  (c),  and  White 
^'-     3^  Bishop  of  Peterborough  (c)  were  referred  to. 


C^2  1  i?.  4-  A£  185. 
C*)«lf5.iJCr.  443. 


(c)  Jiaco6, 402.    And  sec  TTip- 
fing  V.  Power^  I  Hare^  405. 


WILLATS  V.  BUSBY. 

^1812  Edward  Sclater  Busby ^  being  seized  of  some 
freehold  property  at  Bethnal  Greeuj  conveyed  it  by 
^    "Voluntary  post  nuptial  settlement,  to  trustees,  in  trust 
^^*"   his  wife  Janet  Busby^  and  afterwards  for  the  children 


1841. 
Dec.  3.  6. 
184S. 
Jan.  15.  17, 
18. 
May  10. 
A  decree 
made  in  the 
absence  of  a 


t.heir  marriage,  of  whom  there  were  two,  viz.  David  material 


^^^^iHarn  Busby  and  another  son. 


party,  but 
without  pre- 
judice to  his 
rights  and  in- 
terests. 

J.  B,  exe- 
cuted a  vo- 


In  1834  Edward  Sclater  Busby  contracted  to  sell  the 

^^•'^e  property  to  the  Plain tiflF  Mr.  Willats.     The  trus- 

-■►^^  .111111  r    .  cuiea  a  vo- 

^^^^s,  however,  who  had  the  legal   estate,  refusmg  to  luntary  settle- 

^^'^ii^ey  the  property,  the  PlaintiflF,  in  consequence,  filed  "n^'of"^ 

this  vour  of  bis 
^  wife  and  chil* 

^7^^>i,  and  afterwards  contracted  to  sell  it  for  valuable  consideration.  The  purchaser 
^^^'i  a  bill  for  specific  performance  against  the  vendor,  his  wife,  children,  and  the 
J  ^^*^<«  in  whom  the  legal  estate  was  vested.  One  of  the  children  was  out  of  the 
';J^r*J Reliction,  and  did  not  appear.  The  Court  decreed  a  specific  performance,  and 
^^red  the  trustees  to  convey  to  the  purchaser,  saving  the  rights  or  the  absent  party. 

A^^OL.  V.  O 
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1842.  this  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract  against 

'^^^^■'^  Edward  Sclater  Busby,  and  wife,  and  their  two  children, 

V,  and  the  trustees  of  the  setdement. 


BCSBT. 


David  W,  Busby  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  and  could  not  be  found  so  as  to  be  served  with 
process,  (a)  The  cause  was  now  brought  to  a  hearing 
without  having  David  W.  Busby  before  the  Court. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  Mr.  Kindersley,  and  lAr.  James  BusseU, 
for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Tinfiey  and  Mr.  IC  Parker,  for  the  wife  of  the 
settlor.  The  suit  cannot  proceed  in  the  absence  of 
David  W.  Busby,  whose  interest  is  sought  to  be  direcdy 
affected  by  the  decree.  In  Browne  v.  Blount  (b)  the 
bill  was  filed  by  a  judgment  creditor  of  Sir  Charles 
Blount,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  equitable  exe- 
cution against  freehold  estates  which  were  vested  in 
trustees,  upon  certain  trusts,  under  which  Sir  C  Blount 
was  entitled  to  the  rents  during  his  life.  When  the 
cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  Sir  C  Blount,  who  was 
abroad,  had  not  appeared,  but  the  trustees  and  the 
other  parties  who  were  interested  in  the  estates  were 
before  the  Court,  but  Sir  J.  Leach  M.R.,  decided  that 
the  cause  cduld  not  proceed  in  the  absence  of  Sir  C. 
Blount. 

In  Ijcmry  v.  FuUon  {c)  the  Vice-Chancellor  would  not 
allow  a  suit  instituted  by  one  of  three  residuary  legatees, 
for  an  administration  of  the  estate,  and  to  charge  two 
of  the  trustees  with  breaches  of  trust,  to  proceed  in  the 
absence  of  one  of  such  residuary  legatees. 

So, 

(a)  5  Beav.  420.  (c)  9  iSSm.  104. 

[b)  3  Rutt,  4-  Mifl.  83. 
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SO)  in  Lyde  v.  Hale{a\  Sir  C.  C.  Pepys  refused  to        1842. 

proceed  to  hear  a  cause,  because  the  party  principally  ^"^T^^*^^ 
sought  to  be  affected  by  the  decree  was  out  of  the  juris-  v. 

diction  of  the  Court,  and  did  not  appear.  Busby. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Bacon^  for  the  brother  of  David 
V*Busbyt  and 

Mr.  CampbeUj  for  the  representatives  of  the  surviving 
^stees,  supported  the  objection. 

Mr.Pemberionj  Mr.  Kindersley^  and  Mr.  James  Eussellj 
contrl 

-^^flwrf  W.  Busby  is  not  an  active,  but  a  passive  party, 
^*^4  the  Court  can  therefore  proceed  in  his  absence.  (6) 
^^^tl  in  Browne  v.  Blount  and  Lyde  v.  Hale  the  only 
^^^^^"^n  interested  was  not  before  the  Court     Here  there 
^  persons  similarly  interested  present,  and  who,  in  de- 
^^diDg  their  own  rights,  will  protect  the  interests  of  the 
^^*^^«nt  party.     We  admit  that  the  rights  of  David  W. 
^^^^*siy  cannot  be  bound  by  the  proceedings  in  his  ab- 
^^nce,  and  that  he  may  hereafter  impeach  every  thing 
^oiie  in  this  suit     In  cases  of  this  description  the  Court 
^oes  the  best  it  can ;  but  surely  it  cannot  refuse  to  ad- 
minister justice  between  two  parties  because  a  third  is 
^V>seDt     Take  the  case  of  numerous  annuities  charged 
OKI  the  testator's  real  estate,  could  the  Court  refuse  ad- 
ministration for  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  testator, 
iQerely  because  a  party  entitled  to  a  5L  annuity  was 
absent?     The  Court  cannot  adjudicate  on  the  rights  of 
an  absent  person ;  but  that  will  not  prevent  a  decision 
of  the  questions  between  those  who  are  present. 

The  40th  General  Order  of  August  1841  (c)  enables  the 
Court  to  proceed,  saving  the  rights  of  the  absent  parties. 

iThe 
(a)  I3th  May  1835.  (c)  Ord.  Can,  176. 

[6)  Redesdaie^  164. 

O  2 
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1842. 


{The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  objection  is  not 
that  David  is  not  a  p^rty  to  the  suit,  for  he  has  been 
made  a  Defendant  on  the  record ;  but  the  objection  is 
this,  that  he  is  not  present  to  defend  his  interest.] 

Where  a  class  of  persons  are  interested,  the  Court 
will  determine  the  question  in  the  absence  of  some  of 
them  ;  Caldecott  v.  CaldecotL  (a) 

Mr.  Tinney^  in  reply. 

The  supposition  that  in  Browne  v.  Blount  and  Lyde  v. 
Hale  the  only  person  interested  was  absent,  does  not 
reconcile  the  authorities ;  for  in  Fell  v.  Brown  [b)  the  heir 
of  the  mortgagor  was  not  the  only  person  interested,  as 
the  first  mortgagee  was  before  the  Court;  and  even  in 
that  case,  the  Court  said  that  it  could  not  consider  the 
heir,  who  was  sought  to  be  foreclosed,  as  a  passive 
party.  The  Plaintiff  seeks  directly  to  affect  the  in- 
terest of  the  absent  party,  by  getting  the  legal  estate  from 
a  trustee  for  David  W.  Busby.  The  General  Orders 
of  August  1841  do  not  apply;  for  David  W.  Busby  is 
a  party,  and  therefore  the  objection  could  not  be  taken 
by  the  answer,  and,  also  for  this  reason,  that  when  by 
the  decree  the  Plaintiff  has  got  the  legal  estate,  the 
rights  of  the  absent  parties  cannot  be  saved. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  objection  was 
of  so  much  importance  that  he  would  look  at  the  au- 
thorities on  the  subject ;  but  he  should  certainly  struggle 
to  get  over  the  difficulty. 


Dec.  6.  The   Master  of  the   Rolls   referred   to   Mitford*s 

Pleading  (c),   in  which  it  is  stated  :  —  "  When  a  per- 
son 
(a)  Cr,  4-  PA.  185.     And  see  {b)  2  Bro  C,  C,  276. 

1  Hare,  p.  545.,  and  Harvey  y,  (c)  4th  edit.  164. 

Harvey,  4  Beav,  215. 
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son  who  ought  to  be  a  party  is  out  of  the  jurisdic-        184?2. 
tion  of  the  Court,  that  fact  being  stated  in  the  bill  and 
admitted  by  the  Defendants,  or  proved  at  the  hearing, 
is,  in  most  cases,  a  sufficient  reason  for  not  bringing  him 
before  the  Court ;  and  the  Court  will  proceed  without 

him  against  the  other  parties,  as  far  as  circumstances 

will  pennit" 

He  also  referred  to  Smith  v.  The  Hibernian  Mine 
Company  (a),  in  which  Lord  Redesdale  states  as  follows : 
—  "The  ordinary  practice  of  Courts  of  Equity  in  Eng^ 
landj  when  one  party  is   out  of  the  jurisdiction  and 
other  parties  within  it,  is,  to  charge  the  fact  in  the 
bill,  that  such  a  person  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and 
then  the  Court  proceeds  against  the  other  parties,  not- 
withstanding he  is  not  before  it.     It  cannot  proceed  to 
compel  him  to  do  any  act ;  but  it  can  proceed  against  the 
other  parties,  and,  if  the  disposition  of  the  property  is  in 
the  power  of  the  other  parties,  the  Court  may  act  upon 
it:" and  also  to  what  is  stated  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Cockbum 
V.  JJimpson.  (i)     "  The  strict  rule  is,  that  all  persons 
materially  interested  in  the  subject  of  the  suit,  however 
namerous,  ought  to  be  parties,  that  there  may  be  a 
complete  decree  between  all  parties  having  material  in- 
terests.   But  that,  being  a  general  rule,  established  for 
the  convenient  administration  of  justice,  must  not  be  ad- 
hered to,  in  cases,  to  which,  consistently  with  practical 
convenience,  it  is  incapable  of  application.    Accordingly 
there  are  several  well-known  cases  of  exception,"  &c. 

His  Lordship  also  adverted  to  the  case  of  Walley  v. 
fValley  (c),  where  the  report  says,  that  it  was  upon  a 
motion,  ordered  that  the  plaintiff  might  proceed  against 
the  other  defendants,  without  prejudice,  for  not  bring- 
ing 

(a)  I  Sch.  ^  Lef.  840.  (c)  I  Fern.  484. 

{b)  16  Fes.  525. 
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ing  his  father  (the  executor  whose  breach  of  trust  made 
the  suit  necessary)  to  a  hearing,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a 
decree  without  bringing  his  father  to  a  hearing ;  and  tc 
Rogers  v.  Linton  (a)^  where  the  plaintiffs  moved  the 
Court,  that  they  might  hear  the  cause  without  Chariei 
(a  son  of  the  testator,  a  freeman  of  London^  and  all^^ed 
to  have  been  fully  advanced)  he  being  beyond  sea,  and 
if  it  appeared  he  had  any  right,  he  might  come  before 
the  deputy  on  the  account ;  and,  though  no  precedent 
of  such  an  allowance  before  the  Court,  C  B.  Gilbeh 
and  Pricey  contra.  Page  gave  leave  to  hear  the  cause, 
without  Charles.  He  referred  also  to  The  Attorney 
General  v.  Baliol  College  {b\  where  the  decree  waa 
made  in  the  absence  of  the  College  of  Glasgam^  and  it 
was  made  subject  to  such  further  alterations  and  amend- 
ments as  should  be  properly  required ;  and  this  Lord 
Hardwicke  afterwards  thought  they  might  have,  for  the 
reason  that  as  Glasgow  could  not  be  a  party  by  com- 
pulsion, that  nevertheless  it  might  apply  by  petition  to 
have  any  amendments  in  the  decree. 

His  Lordship  concluded  that  the  objection,  in  this 
form,  was  not  in  the  nature  of  a  preliminary  objection, 
and  that  he  must  hear  the  cause  and  see  what,  under  the 
circumstances,  was  right,  just,  and  convenient  to  be  done. 

The  cause  was  then  heard  again  upon  the  merits,  and 
was  argued  by  the  same  counsel. 


1842.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  referring  to  the  de- 

cision on  the  statute  of  27  Eliz,  c.  4.,  which  had  decided 
that  a  voluntary  settlement  was  fraudulent  within  that 
act,  and  stating  that  he  had  no  authority  to  con- 
sider the  policy  or  correctness  of  this  decision,  and  after 
disposing  of  some  other  grounds  of  defence,  said :  — 

The 

Cfl)  Bunb,  200.  (6)  9  Mod,  407. 
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Th^  great  difficulty  in  thb  case  is  in  respect  of  the  1842. 
absence  of  a  material  party,  and  I  cannot  help  thinking, 
tba.^  it  will  be  a  difficult  thing  to  make  any  decree 
at  clII.  One  of  the  parties  interested  under  the  settle- 
meir^t  is  not  present,  and  the  Court  would  be  extremely 
rel«:E<:tant  to  proceed  in  his  absence :  but  it  really  comes 
to  SL  matter  of  convenience. 

Slould  the  Court  refrain  from  doing  that  which  ap- 
pecLrs  to  be  just,  or  should  the  plaintiff  be  deprived  of 
his  rights,  merely  because  a  party  interested  is  acci- 
dez^ tally  away?  On  the  other  hand,  can  the  Court  give 
th^   Plaintiff  his  rights  without  injury  to  the  absent  party  ? 

If  the  right  to  a  specific  performance  was  to  be  de- 
clsLV-ed  against  the  settlor  alone,  there  would  be  no  dif- 
fi<rm:i.Ity;  but  on  this  bill,  can  there  be  a  decree  except  as 
a^^inst  all  parties  entitled  to  resist  it  ?  Is  it  according 
t4>  cJie  practice  of  the  Court  to  declare  a  right  against 
al]^  except  one,  who  is  absent?  and  if  the  Court  had  the 
P^^'^^er  to  direct  a  conveyance,  is  it  right  to  introduce 
^'^  ^^D  the  decree  a  reservation  of  a  right  to  the  absent 
P^^^'ties  to  come  in  and  dispute  it  ?  The  absent  party 
^^^^1  not  be  bound  by  these  proceedings;  but  then  the 
^^^^  estate  will  be  parted  with,  and  might  be  given  to 
^  ^K^erson  taking  without  notice,  but  if  such  person  claimed 
^  ^^der  a  decree,  containing  a  reservation  of  the  rights  of 
*^ «  absent  party,  the  objection  would  in  some  measure 
^^^  guarded  against.  The  Plaintiff  must  consider  whether 
^^^  would  take  a  decree  in  the  form  I  allude. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  assented. 

The  cause  stood  over  for  judgment 


The  Master  q/^tke  Rolls.  jlf^^  lo. 

When  thb  cause  was  brought  on  for  hearing,  an  ob- 
jection was  taken  that  David  William  Busbt/j  one  of  the 

Defendants, 
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Defendants,  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and 
that  in  his  absence  no  decree  could  be  made  against  any 
of  the  Defendants.  The  objection  being  overruled,  the 
cause  was  heard,  and  it  appeared  to  me  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement 
stated  in  the  bill ;  but  that  the  decree  should  be  framed 
so  as  to  leave  to  the  absent  Defendant  a  right  of  claim- 
ing any  right  or  interest  which  he  might  have  in  the 
property ;  and  on  consideration  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
decree  ought  to  contain  a  clause  stating  it  to  be  without 
prejudice  to  any  right  or  interest  in  or  to  the  premises 
comprised  in  the  settlement,  which  may  be  claimed  by 
the  Defendant  David  William  Busby.  The  decree  will 
therefore  be  as  follows :  — 

Decree  that  the  agreement  in  the  pleadings  men- 
tioned, dated  the  19th  day  of  March  1854,  be  speci- 
fically performed  and  carried  into  execution.  And 
upon  the  Plaintiff  or  the  Defendants  Rushbridge  and 
Harcouri,  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the  late 
Plaintiff  Henry  Thomas  WiUats^  paying  the  sum  of 
3800/.,  the  residue  of  the  purchase-money,  it  is  ordered 
that  the  representatives  of  the  surviving  trustee  in  the 
indenture  dated  the  12th  day  of  Febrtuiry  1812,  and  ail 
other  necessary  parties  as  the  Master  shall  direct,  convey 
the  said  premises  to  the  Plaintiff.  And  it  is  ordered  that 
the  Master  do  settle  the  conveyance  in  case  the  parties 
differ.  And  in  case  the  Master  shall  find  that  the  said 
David  William  Busby  is  a  necessary  party  to  such  con- 
veyance, and  the  said  David  William  Busby  shall  not 
come  in  to  execute  the  same,  it  is  ordered  that  this  de- 
cree be  without  prejudice  to  any  right  or  interest  which 
may  be  claimed  by  the  said  David  William  Busby  in  or 
to  the  premises  comprised  in  the  said  indenture  of  the 
12th  day  of  Febrtiary  1812. 


Note.  —  See  also  Pawlct  v.  The  Bishop  of  Lmcoiny  2  Atk.  296., 
and  Darwent  v.  Walton,  2  Atk,  510. 
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DA  VIES  V.  FISHER.  Feb.  17. 19. 

St6. 

T^E  testator,  James  Davics,  by  his  will,  dated  the  A  testator 

\%\\\  d^y  oi  September^  1824,  after  directing  pay-  ^^ the  power 

"^l  of  all  his  debts,  and  funeral  and  testamentary  of  appointing 

•^  J      •  •         J-  •  1-1.  his  residuary 

"Peoses,   and  giving  divers  pecuniary   legacies,    be*-  estate.    By 

qoetlhed  all  the  residue  of  his  estate,  both  real  and  her  ^rill,  after 

'  reciting  the 

personal,  unto  his  wife,  Ann  Davies,  deceased,  her  heirs,  power,  she  de- 

execators,  and  administrators  absolutely,  and  he  ap-  pljl^^ancfof" 

pointed  bis  wife  and  William  Powell  his  executors.  the  power  and 

all  other 
On   pQwers  en- 
abling her,  for 
tbeptupoie  of  disposins  of  her  husband's  and  her  own  estate,  she  made  her  will 
as  /bUows:  —  she  then  directed  her  debts  to  be  paid,  and  gave  some  l^acies ;  and 
at  to  all  the  rest,  Sif.  **  of  her  personal  estate/'  she  bequeathed  the  same  to  A.  and 
B.  upon  trust,  &c.    Held,  that  the  widow  (who  died  in  1833)  had  thereby  appointed 
therendoary  estate  of  her  husband. 

A  gift  of  personalty  to  trustees  for  A,  for  life,  and  after  his  death  in  trust  for  the 
children  ox  A,  "as  they  severalljr  attained  twenty-five  years,"  the  income  to  be 
applied  during;  their  respective  minorities  by  their  guardian  for  their  maintenance, 
/fcc.,  with  a  gift  over  in  case  no  child  of  A»  should  live  to  attain  twenty-five.  Held 
to  be  vested,  and  not  too  remote. 

Vol.  V.  P 
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1842.  On  the  20th  of  September  1824,  the  testator 

the  following  codicil  to  his  will. — <*  Whereas  bj  n?'] 
as  aforesaid,  bearing  date  the  18th  day  of  Scptarierkj 
the  year  1824,  I  have  directed  my  wife,  Aim, 
to  be  my  residuary  legatee:  in  case  she  theaudii:i 
Davies  dies  without  making  a  will  after  my  deoetfebAij 
remainder  of  all  my  property,  whatsoever  it  may  < 
in,  whether  bank,  consolidated,  funded  proper^,  1 
furniture,  plate,  books,  linen,  wearing  appard,&c*,li| 
be  equally  divided,  share  and  share  alike,  amoog^l 
brother  William  Davies^  four  children,  as  named  :^IV^i 
Ham  Davies  junior,  James  Davies  junior,  Martia  Mi 
Westy  and  Mary  Davies^  or  to  as  many  of  the  afMeflill 
children  as  may  be  living  at  the  decease  of  the  flU 
Ann  Davies.     Likewise  I  direct  and  appoint  JfSBM  \ 
Davies  junior  my  residuary  legatee  instefUl  of  my  ^ 
Ann  Davies^  and  the  forenamed  William  PcmdL^ 

The  will  and  codicil  were  unattested. 

The  testator  died  in  December  1824.     His  wife,  wbo 
survived  him,  made  her  will  dated  in  April  18SS,  iB^ 
thereby,  after  reciting  that  the  testator,  James  DasUh 
her  late  husband,  did  by  his  aforesaid  will  and  codicil 
appoint  her  his  residuary  legatee,  and  direct  in  case  ^ 
her  death,  without  making  a  will  after  his  deoea^ 
that  his  nephew,  William  Davies  the  younger,  should 
be  his  residuary  legatee,  she  the  said  An?i  DameSf  i^ 
pursuance  of  the  power  and  authority  given  and  r^^ 
served  to  her  in  and  by  the  will  of  James  Davies  th^ 
elder,  and  of  all  other  powers  and  authorities  in  any- 
wise enabling  her,  did,  for  the  purpose  of  disposing 
of  all  the  estate  of  her  said  late  husband,  James  Da» 
vies,  over  which  she  had   any  disposing   power,   and 
also  of  all  her  own  estate  and  eifects  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  make  her  last  will  and  testament  in  manner 

following 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  S03 

ibUowing  (that  is  to  say) :  —  Firsts  she  appointed  James       1842. 
Fisher  and  WUUam  PaweU  executors  of  her  said  will; 
and  after  directing  payment  of  her  debts,  and  funeral 
and    testamentary  expenses,  she  bequeathed  to  James 
DaoieSf  the  younger,  a  legacy  of  2000/.  three  per  cent 
ocuiscdidated  Bank  Annuities,  and  to  James  Fisher  and 
fVUUam  Pcmdl  the  sum  of  4000JL  three  per  cent  con- 
solidated Bank  Annuities  upon  trusts  therein  mentioned, 
for    Martha  Ann  West  and  her    children  as  therein 
mentioned ;  and  after  bequeathing  several  annuities  and 
'^gaeies,  and  directing  her  executors  to  appropriate  so 
nDoeli  stock  out  of  her  residuary  estate  as  would  be 
sufficient,  in  point  of  yearly  income,  to  answer  the  same 
^CiiiQities,  and  directing  that  from  the  decease  of  the 
''^cspcctiTe  annuitants  the  same  should  sink  into  and 
^^oirtxk  part  of  her  residuary  estate,  she  bequeathed  to 
Jmnes  Fisher  and  WiJUam  PaweU  her  three  leasehold 
n^easuages  and  premises,  situate  in  Park  Street^  Isling^ 
^w<9    for  all  her  estate  therein,  upon  trust  to  sell  the 
^Axnc,  and  apply  the  produce  upon  the  same  trusts  as 
^er«  thereinafter  declared  concerning  her  residuary 
P^K'sonal  estate;  and  as  to  all  the  residue  of  her  per^ 
'^'^tfil  estate  whatsoever,  and  wheresoever,  and  of  what 
'^^ure  or  kind  soever  not  specifically  bequeathed  or 
^^^posed  of  by  her  will,  she  bequeathed  the  same  unto 
^^99us  Fisher  and  WUUam  Pawellf  upon  trust  to  sell,  get 
^9  and  convert  into  money  the  whole  of  her  personal 
*^^cite^  or  such  part  thereof  as  should  not  consist  of 
^Oney  in  the  fiinds  or  on  government,  or  real,  or  lease- 
^d  securities,  and  out  of  the  produce  thereof  to  pay 
^^  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  pecu- 
^%J7  legacies,  and  make  the  appropriations  necessary 
^^^  answering  the  said  annuities..    And  upon  trust  to 
^^>est  the  clear  surplus  monies  arising  from  her  residuary 
T^^^$  including  the  proceeds  of  the  said  *  leasehold 
^^uses,  in  manner  therein  mentioned.     And  she  di* 

P  2  rected 
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1842.  reeled  her  trustees  to  stand  possessed  of  her  residuar 
estate,  including  the  proceeds  of  her  said  leasehol 
houses,  and  the  investments  thereof,  upon  trust  durin 
the  life  of  William  Daxdes  the  younger,  to  pay  tb 
income  thereof  unto  William  Davies  tlie  younger,  an 
from  and  after  his  decease  in  trust  for  the  children  < 
the  said  William  Davies  the  younger,  as  they  seoerdL 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years^  equally  to  be  divide 
between  them  if  more  than  one,  and  if  but  one,  the 
the  whole  to  such  one  child,  the  income  to  be  applic 
during  their  respective  minorities  by  the  guardian  fi 
the  time  being  of  the  said  children  or  child  for  the 
respective  support,  maintenance,  and  education.  And  : 
case  no  child  of  the  said  William  Davies  should  live  * 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  then  in  trust  for  tl 
children  of  the  said  James  Davies  the  younger,  as  th< 
severally  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  equal 
to  be  divided  between  them  if  more  than  one,  and 
but  one,  the  whole  to  such  one  child,  the  income 
accumulate  in  the  intermediate  time,  and  be  paid  wr 
the  principal.  And  in  case  no  child  of  the  said  Jam 
Davies  the  younger  should  attain  the  age  of  twent 
five  years,  then  in  trust  for  the  children  of  Marti 
Ann  West,  as  they  severally  attained  the  age  of  twent 
five  years,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them  if  mo 
than  one,  and  if  but  one,  the  whole  to  such  one  cbil 
the  income  to  accumulate  in  the  intermediate  idm 
and  be  paid  with  the  principal ;  with  a  limitation  ovi 
in  case  of  Martfia  Ann  West  having  no  child  who  sbou 
live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years. 

The  testatrix  afterwards  made  a  codicil  to  her  wil 
dated  the  6th  of  May  1832,  and  thereby  gave  certa 
specific  parts  of  her  personal  estate  to  the  persoi 
therein  named,  but  she  did  not  otherwise  revoke  or  alti 
her  will, 

Tl 
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Tie  testatrix  died  in  June  1832,  and  William  Daoies  1842. 
tbeyoQDger  having  died  in  1834,  this  bill  was  filed  by 
his  children,  insisting  that  they  took  vested  interests  in 
the  reuduary  estate  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  Ann 
Lam^  including  therein  the  residuary  estate  of  the 
testator:  that  they  were  entitled  to  the  payment  thereof 
at  twenty-five,  and  to  have  the  income  applied  for  their 
maintenance  during  their  minority. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Keene^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  con- 
tended that  the  gift  to  them,  though  given  "  as  they 
severally  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,''  was, 
iKvertheless,  a  valid  vested  interest,  the  dividends  being 
Pyable  to  them  in  the  meantime ;  Skey  v.  Barnes  {a\ 
^oi^y.  MacJcilwain  (6),  Murray  v.  Addenbrook  (c),  Bland 
V.  WHUams  (d),  Vivian  v.  Mills  (e),  Blease  v.  Burgh  (g), 
^ders  V.  Vautier.  (A)  They  argued  also,  that  William 
^^^tnes  the  younger  was  the  substituted  residuary  lega- 
^  and  took  in  preference  of  the  widow. 

Mr.Hardyf  for  the  representatives  of  William  Da^ 

^^  the  younger.     In  no  case  can  the  representatives  of 

'"^^  Dames  be  entitled,  for  the  testator  appointed  Wil- 

^««i  Davies  junior  "  his  residuary  legatee  instead  of  his 

Mr.  Chandless  and  Mr.  Hoare,  for  William  P&melU 
^^ie  of  the  executors  of  the  widow,  and  the  surviving 
^^ecutor  of  the  testator. 

Ilie  testatrix  took  an  absolute  interest,  and  not  a  life 
^^terest  with  a  power ;  Hales  v.  Margerum  (1),  Bull  v. 

Kingston. 

<a]  5  Mer.  335.  (g)  2  Beavan,  221. 

(6)  1  Busf.  221.  (h)  4  Beavan,  1X5^  ^M  Cr. 

ic)  4  Ruu.  407.  4*  Ph'  240. 

{d)  3  Myl.  4>  K.  411.  (i)  3  Ves.  299«. 

(e)  1  Beavath  ffl^« 
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1842.        Kingston,  {a)    The  limitation  over  is  simply  void  as  in< 
D  TIBS       consistent  with  the  previous  absolute  estate;  Btm 
V.  Boss,  (fi)    The  power  was  well  executed,  it  having 

referred  to;  Standen  v.  SUmden  (c),  and  the  testatoi 
property   passes   under   the  widow's   will;    Bourn 
Gibbs  {d)y  Harrison  v.  Foreman  {e) ;  and  it  is  sofagect 
her  debts.    The  executor  is  not  interested  in  the 
dity  of  the  gift  to  the  children. 

Mr.  Boupett  and  Mr.  BiUon^  for  the  executors  ^ 

James  Davies,  and  for  his  child.  The  power  given  -  t^ 
Mrs.  Davies  was  not  duly  executed ;  Jones  v.  TligferQg^^^^. 
Boack  V.  Haynes  (A),  Lewis  v.  LemeUt/n  (t),  Ncqner^  r. 

Napier,  {k)     Though  she  refers  to  the  power,  she  01 
disposes  of  the  residue  of  ^*  her  personal  estate"  and 
<<  her  residuary  estate."    This  is  insufficient  to  pass 
testator^s;  Bradlyv.  fVestcoit.  {I) 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  George  Turner^  for  the  n^ 
of  kin  of  Ann  Davies^  the  widow.     The  property 
longed  absolutely  to  Mrs.  Davies^  under  the  will  of  tnmer 
husband.     There  was  an  absolute  gift  to  her  in   ^^ie 
first  instance^  which  has  not  been  cut  down,  for    K-lie 
gift  to  the  children  <<  as  they  aUained  twenty^five  **      ^ 
void.     This  has  been  settled  by  a  long  series  of  d^»^- 
sions ;    Leaie  v.  Bobinson  (m),   Bull  v.  Pritchard  C^» 
Va*wdry  v,  Geddes  (o),  Bing  v.  Hardwick  (p),  Neaanm^^ 
V.  Newman,  {q)    The  direction  for  maintenance  is   ^^^ 
sufficient  to  make  it  vest;  Batsfbrdv.  Kebbell{r);  ^^^ 

maintenai^^^ 

(a)  1  Mer.  515.  (k)  1  Sim.  28.,  and  tee  ffttg^ 

(b)  I  Jac.  4r  W.  154.  y.  Turner^  S  Myl,  if  K.  666^ 
{<?)  8  Ves.  jun.  589.  (Q  13  Fes.  445. 

(d)  I  R.^  M,  614.  (m)  2  Mgr.  5«5. 

(e)  6  Vet.  208.  (it)  1  Bums.  215. 

(g)  2  Af«r.  535.  (o)  1  Ruit.  4*  If.  SOS. 

(A)  8  Fes.  587.  (p)  2  Bemmt^  852. 

(f)  TWn.  4-  -».  104.  (y)  10  5kN.  51. 

(r)  5  Fcf.  5S9. 
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maintenanoe  is  given  merely  daring  the  minorities  of  the        1842. 
children,  so  that  during  the  period  which  might  elapse 
between  their  attaining  twenty-one,  and  their  attainmg 
twenty-five,  there  is  no  gift  to  them  of  the  dividends. 

The  property  has  been  validly  appointed  to  Mrs. 
Lanef  executors,  and  the  gift  to  the  children  being 
void,  the  executors  are  trustees  for  the  next  of  kin  of 
Mrs.  Davies  ;  Goodere  v.  Lloyd,  (a) 

Again,  the  contingency  has  not  happened  upon  which 
tke  property  was  given  over  by  the  will  of  the  testator 
to  the  children  of  WiUiam  Davies  the  younger,  for  the 
vidow  did  not  ^^die  without  making  a  will;'*  Scott  v. 
^OTgeman.  (b) 

IVUliam  Davies  was  substituted,  not  for  Mrs.  Davies^ 
l^t  for  Mrs.  Davies  and  WiUiam  PcnoeU  who  were 
executors,  and  the  testator  could  not  therefore  have 
Q^t^ed  him  to  take  as  residuary  legatee. 

Mr.  TYnn^,  Mr.  Wood^  Mr,  Spence^  Mr.  Bacon  and 
Mr,  Bbnoer,  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Feb,  36. 

In  this  cause  the  principal  question  depends  upon 
the  construction  which  ought  to  be  given  to  the  re- 
siduary bequest  contained  in  the  will  of  Ann  Davies. 

James  Davies^  by  his  will  dated  the  18th  September 
1824,  gave  his  residuary  estate  to  his  wife  Ann  Davies 
absolutely  for  ever;  and  by  a  codicil,  dated  two  days 

afterwards, 
(a)  3  Sim.  59S.  {b)  S  P.  WUHam^  69. 
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1842.  afterwards,  namely,  the  20th  September  1824,  he  directed, 
that  if  she  died  without  making  a  will,  the  remainder 
of  his  property  should  be  equally  divided  among  his 
brother  William  Davies*  four  children. 

James  Davids  died,  leaving  his  wife  surviving  him, 
and  she  was  absolutely  entitled  to  dispose,  by  her  own 
will,  of  the  residuary  estate  bequeathed  to  her  by  her 
husband's  will. 

By  her  will,  dated  the  4th  jipril  18S2,  she  recited 
the  will  of  her  husband,  and  declared  her  purpose  to 
dispose  of  all  his  estate,  and  also  all  her  own  estate; 
and  having  thus  declared  her  purpose,  she  proceeded, 
without  making  any  distinction  between  his  estate  and 
her  own,  to  dispose  of  the  whole,  as  if  it  had  been  hers 
alone,  and  I  think  that  she  has  done  it  in  a  manner 
sufficient  to  pass  both,  (a)  After  giving  several  l^acies, 
she  gave  the  residue  and  remainder  of  her  personal 
estate  to  Fisher  and  Pcncellf  upon  trust,  to  sell:  —  to  pay 
her  debts  and  pecuniary  legacies :  —  to  set  apart  sufficient 
sums  to  answer  the  annuities :  —  to  invest  the  surplus 
in  their  joint  names,  and  stand  possessed  of  the  securities 
on  which  the  same  should  be  invested,  in  trust,  during 
the  life  of  IV.  Davies,  to  pay  the  interest,  dividends,  and 
annual  produce  of  her  residuary  personal  estate  to  him, 
and  she  then  proceeds  as  follows :  — "  And  from  and 
after  the  decease  of  the  said  JV.  Daviesj  in  trust  for  the 
children  of  the  said  JV.  Davies,  as  they  severally  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  equally  to  be  divided  be- 
tween them  if  more  than  one,  and  if  but  one,  then  the 
whole  to  such  one  child  ;  the  income  to  be  applied 
during  their  respective  minorities,  by  the  guardian,  for 
the  time  being,  of  the  said  children  or  child  for  their 

respective 

(a)  See  the  Statute  of  Wills,     e?er  did  not  apply  to  the  present 
1  rki.  c.  86.  i. «?.,  which  how-      case. 
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fespee&re  support,  iDaintenance,  and  edacation.     And        1842. 
io  case  no  child  of  the  said   W.  Davies  shall  live  to 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  then  in  trust  for 
the  children   of  James  Daviesy^    in    manner   therein 
nentiooed. 

The  question  is,*  whether  the  gift  to  the  children  of 
W,  Dames  is  void  for  remoteness,  and  it  is  necessary  to 
consider: — first,  the  effect  of  the  direction  to  divide 
between  the  children  as  they  severally  attained  the  age 
of  twenty-five  years;  secondly,  the  effect  of  the  direction 
to  apply  the  interest  during  the  minorities  of  the  children 
for  their  support,  maintenance,  and  education;  and, 
thirdly,  the  effect  of  the  gift  over. 

As  to  the  first  point,  I  think  that  if  the  directions  to 
divide  had  stood  alone,  the  gift  would  have  been  too 
remote.  In  this  case,  as  in  Leake  v.  Robinson  (a),  it  is 
only  through  the  medium  of  the  directions  given  to 
the  trustees,  that  we  can  ascertain  who  were  the  persons 
intended  to  take,  and  what  benefits  were  intended  for 
theou  And  the  trust  is  for  all  the  children  of  JV.  Davies 
sstbey  severally  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years; 
iKme  were  to  be  excluded,  and  none  to  have  any  thing 
till  the  age  of  twenty-five  years  was  attained.  This 
would  be  too  remote.    But, 

Secondly,  expressions  of  this  kind  of  themselves,  im- 
porting a  postponement  of  the  vesting,  may  be  so  con- 
trolled by  other  expressions  and  circumstances,  as  to 
postpone  payment  or  possession  only  and  not  the  vest- 
ing; and  it  has  been  held,  that  a  direction  to  apply  the 
interest  for  the  benefit  of  the  legatee,  affords  evidence 
of  intention  to  vest  the  capital ;   and  it  has   not  been 
disputed,  that  if  the  testator  had  directed  the  whole 

interest 
(a)  2  Mcr.  963. 
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1842.  interest  to  be  applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  legatees, 
during  the  whole  time  between  the  death  of  the  tenant 
for  life  and  the  time  of  payment,  and  if  there  had  been 
no  gift  over,  it  must  have  been  held  that  the  capital 
was  vested ;  but  in  this  case,  as  the  direction  does  not 
extend  to  the  whole  time,  but  is  confined  to  the  mi- 
norities of  the  children,  and  as  the  application  is  to 
be  by  the  guardian,  for  the  support,  maintenance,  and 
education  of  the  children,  it  was  argued  that  the  inter* 
val  between  the  twenty-first  and  twenty-fifth  year  of  each 
child,  during  which  there  is  no  direction  to  apply  the 
interest,  prevents  the  direction  from  being  considered  as 
a  direction  to  apply  the  whole  interest,  and,  therefore, 
does  not  afford  the  presumption  that  the  whole  was  in- 
tended to  vest. 

In  Hoath  v.  Hoath  (a),  Walcott  v.  Hall  (6),  Murray 
V.  AddenbrooJc  (c),  and  many  other  cases,  the  direction 
was  to  apply  the  whole  interest;  and  the  gifts  were 
held  to  be  vested.  In  Leake  v.  Robinson  ((/),  and  Bull 
V.  Pritchard  (^),  the  trustees  had  authority  or  power  to 
apply  the  interest,  or  so  much  as  they  should  think 
proper,  or  so  much  as  they  might  deem  necessary  to- 
wards the  maintenance  of  the  children,  and  in  Vansdry 
V.  Geddes  (g),  the  interest  was  at  the  discretion  of  the 
executors  to  be  applied  in  the  maintenance  of  the 
children,  or  accumulated  for  their  benefit  until  they 
should  severally  attain  twenty-two  years  of  age,  and  in 
these  cases  it  was  held,  notwithstanding  the  power,  au* 
thority,  or  direction  to  apply  the  interest  or  part  of  it  to 
the  maintenance  of  the  children,  that  it  was  the  vesting^ 
and  not  merely  the  possession  or  time  of  payment 
which  was  postponed. 

But 

(a)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  4.  {d)  2  Mer.  Z6Z. 

(5)  lb.  305.  \e)  1  Rtu$.  213. 

(c)  4  Ruis.  407.  (g)  1  Russ.  ^Myl.  205. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  211 

But  too  much  reliance  mnst  not  be  placed  on  the  1842. 
expression  **  the  whole  interest,''  which  has  been  used 
in  some  of  the  cases.  In  Lane  v.  Goudge  {a)  SOL  a 
yeai-y  part  of  the  interest  was  given  to  an  annuitant 
for  life.  In  Jones  v.  Mackilwain{b)  an  annuity  of  lOOiL 
was  given  out  of  the  interest  to  the  father  of  the 
children,  and  in  Bland  v.  WilUafns{c)f  there  was  a 
direction  and  not  a  mere  power  or  authority  to  apply 
the  interest,  or  a  sufficient  part  thereof  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  children,  and  to  transfer  the  capital,  with 
so  much  of  the  interest  as  should  not  be  applied  in 
maintenance,  to  the  children,  when  and  as  they  should 
attain  twenty-four  years,  and  in  those  cases  the  gifts 
were  held  to  be  vested. 

I    liave  found  no  case  precisely  like  the  present,  in 
whioli  pajrment  being  postponed  beyond  minority,  the 
exprtess  direction  to  apply  the  interest  extends  only  to 
the    minority.    The  case  is,  that  the  testatrix,  having 
expressed  a  trust  as  to  her  residuary  estate  fc^r  the 
cUidren  of  WiUiam  Daviesy  makes  no  distinct  gift  of 
interest,   but  proceeding  as  if  she  had  already  done 
what  was  requisite  to  entitle  the  children  to  the  interest, 
she  directs  the  interest  to  be  applied  for  their  support, 
oaintenanoe,  and  education  by  the  guardian  during 
their  minorities.     She  appears  to  me  to  express  herself 
as  if  she  considered  the  children  entitled  to  the  interest 
by  the  direction  to  divide  the  capital  at  a  future  period. 
She  did  not  consider  the  interest  and  the  capital  to 
be  blended  together,  but  on  the  contrary,  so  expresses 
herself,  as,  by  the  direction,  to  imply  a  gift  to  the  children 
of  the  benefit  or  enjoyment  of  the  interest  immediately 
after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.     The  inference  or 
implication  arises  from  the  direction  to  apply  the  in- 
terest, 

(a)  9  Fes.  2t9.  (c)  3  M^  ^  K*  411. 

(6)  1  Ruu.  2S0. 
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1842.  terest,  and  although  the  direction  is  limited  to  the 
minorities,  it  is  not  necessary,  or  I  think  reasonable  to 
limit  the  inference  or  the  implication  in  like  manner,  or 
to  the  mere  time  to  which  the  direction  applies.  There 
is  a  gift  payable  at  a  future  time,  and  a  direction 
shewing  that  the  donees  are  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
interest  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  This 
direction  expresses  that,  during  the  minorities,  the  in- 
terest is  to  be  applied  by  the  guardian  for  support, 
maintenance,  and  education,  and  there  is  no  express 
direction  as  to  the  application  of  the  interest  after  thie 
minorities  have  ceased.  At  that  time  the  mode  of  en- 
joyment expressly .  directed  will  cease,  but  1  do  not 
think  that  it  is  therefore  to  be  concluded  that  there 
is  to  be  no  enjoyment,  and  on  this  part  of  the  case  it  ap« 
pears  to  me,  that  the  second  part  of  the  residuary  be- 
quest, the  direction  as  to  the  application  of  the  interest, 
qualifies  the  first  direction  for  the  division  of  the  residue, 
and  that  the  result  of  the  direction  to  divide,  followed 
by  the  direction  to  apply  the  income,  would,  without 
more,  be  to  give  vested  interests  in  the  residue  to  the 
children  of  William  Davies. 

Thirdly.  But  then  it  is  argued  that  the  gift  over  is 
wholly  inconsistent  with  that  conclusion,  and  shews  that 
the  testatrix  could  not  have  intended  to  give  vested 
interests.  The  argument  rests  entirely  upon  dicta  of 
Sir  John  Leach^  in  the  cases  of  Vawdry  v.  Geddes  {a) 
and  Bland  v.  Williams,  (b) 

In  Va*wdry  v.  Geddes^  that  learned  Judge  is  reported 
to  have  expressed  himself  thus :  "  If  the  whole  interest 
had  been  expressly  given  to  the  children  until  they 
attained  twenty-two,  I  do  not  agree  that  the  shares  of 

the 

(a)  I  Ruit.  4"  Myl.  207.  {h)  5  M^l.  *  K.  41 1. 
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the  cliildren  would  therefore  have  vested  subject  to  be        1842. 
devested;  the  case  of  Batsford  v.  KebbeUy  which  is  referred 
to  by  Sir  W.  Grant  in  Leake  v.  Robinson^  is  an  authority 
directly  in  point  against  that  proposition.  Where  interim 
interest  is  given,  it  is  presumed  that  the  testator  meant  an 
immediate  gift,  because,  for  the  purpose  of  interest,  the 
particmlar  l^acy  is  to  be  immediately  separated  from 
the  bulk  of  the  property;  but  that  presumption  fails  en- 
tire! jr,  when  the  testator  has  expressly  declared  that  the 
I^aoj  is  to  go  over,  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  legatee, 
befoirc  a  particular  period,''  and  in  Bland  v.  Williams^ 
be  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  **  if  the  gift  over,  is 
simp]  J  upon  the  death  under  twenty-four,  the  gift  could 
not  ^vcst  before  that  period." 

I^  Is  to  be  observed,  that  in  neither  of  these  cases  did 
the  facts  require  any  decision  upon  the  points  to  which 
the  c2tc/a  related. 

I*^  Vawdty  v.  Geddes^  the  gift  over  to  the  surviving 
children  of  any  sister  was  upon  the  death  of  any  of 
8UcH  children  without  leaving  issue ;  and  the  gift  over 
to  tlie  surviving.sisters  and  their  children  or  issue,  was 
upon  the  death  of  all  the  children  of  any  of  his  sisters 
nithout  issue.    The  question  related  to  a  share  of  re- 
sidue, not  to  a  particular  legacy,  and  there  was  no  dis- 
^  gift  of  interest  as   in  Batsford  v.  KebbeU^  but  a 
direction  to  apply  or  accumulate  the  interest  till  the  age 
of  twenty-two. 

l^  Bland  Y.  Williams^  the  gift  over  was  upon  the  death 
Qoder  twenty-four  without  leaving  issue,  and  the  gift 
^i^.held  to  be  vested. 

The  proposition  which,  in  argunient,  was  founded 
upon  these  dicta  of  Sir  John  Leach  is,  that  in  a  case 

where 
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1842.  where  there  is  a  gift  payable  at  a  future  time)  in  terms 
which  in  themselves  import  contingency,  and  a  sub* 
sequent  direction  ^>  apply  the  interest,  in  a  manner) 
which,  notwithstanding  the  contingent  form  of  the  gift) 
would,  in  the  absence  of  any  gift  over,  vest  the  legacy, 
the  mere  circumstance  of  a  gift  over,  simply  on  the 
death  before  the  time  of  payment,  does  of  itself  prevent 
the  vesting. 

In  ordinary  cases,  a  gift  over  upon  a  contingency 
does  not  prevent  vesting  in  the  first  donee,  for,  although 
it  is  reported  that  in  the  case  of  Scott  v.  Bargeman  (a). 
Lord  Macclesfield  stated  the  reason  for  his  decision  to 
be,  that  the  shares  of  the  legatees  did  not  vest  abso- 
lutely in  any  of  them,  in  regard  it  was  possible  all 
might  die  under  twenty-one  or  marriage,  in  which 
case  it  was  devised  over,  yet  in  Skey  v.  Barnes  {b)  Sir 
William  Giant  observed,  that  the  reason  seemed  to 
imply  a  proposition  that  is  untenable  in  law,  viz.,  that 
the  mere  circumstance  of  aU  the  shares  being  given  over 
on  a  contingency,  does  of  itself,  and  without  more,  pre- 
vent any  of  the  shares  from  vesting  in  the  meantime ; 
and  he  added,  that  he  took  it  to  be  clear,  that  a  devise 
over  upon'  a  contingency  had  no  such  effect,  provided 
the  words  of  bequest  were  in  other  respects  sufficient  to 
pass  a  present  interest.  Such  a  devise  over  of  the  en- 
tirety may,  indeed,  be  called  in  aid  of  other  circum- 
stances, to  shew  that  no  present  interest  was  intended 
to  pass ;  but  that  it  is.  alone  sufficient  to  prevent  vesting, 
cannot,  I  think,  be  maintained. 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
words  of  bequest  to  the  children  of  William  Daxnesuxe 
sufficient  to  pass  a  present  interest.  Such  appears  to 
me  to  be  the  true  construction  of  the  words  which  the 

testatrix 
(«)  2  P.  W.  69.  {b)  zMer.  540. 
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testatrix  has  used,  and  when  we  have  once  reached  the        1842. 
result  or  meaning  of  the  words  under  consideration,  I 
apprehend  that  effect  should  be  given  to  that  meaning, 
just  as  if  it  had  been  expressed  in  direct  and  unambigu- 
ous terms.     The  meaning  must,  indeed,  be  collected 
fi'ooi  the  whole  will ;  but  the  gift  over  does  not,  in  this 
^^^  appear  to  be  accompanied  by  any  other  circum- 
'^ceSf  tending  to  shew  that  no  present  interest  was  in- 
^^ed  to  pass;   but,  on  the  contrary,  affords  some 
^i^>deiice  of  an  intention  to  devest  after  a  previous  vest- 
^*      And,  on  the  whole,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  re- 
tUiMwury  bequest  to  the  children  of  WiUiam  Davies  is 
valid. 


NoxB.— An  appeal  is  pending  in  this  case  before  the  House  of 
Lords. 


SCOTT  V.  MILNE,  Feb.  is. 

TN  1806,  James  Milne  and  his  son  James  Milne  the  The  Court  re- 
younger,  entered  into  partnership  as  tailors,  on  the  accounts^^" 

toms  stated  in  a  deed  made  and  executed  between  them,  though  of  a 

general  and 
summary  na- 

In  1808  the  son  died,  leaving  his  wife  sole  executrix  JaJ'^^n^'^Jhe''"' 

^  legatee.  items,  and 

which  had 
been  rendered 
In  Vaoember  1812,    she  married  the  Plaintiff  Mr.  by  a  surviving 

&of^  and  shortly  previous  thereto,  viz.,  in  October  1812,  ^present. 

*wa  Milne  the  elder,  furnished  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Scott  ativesof  ade- 

ceased  part- 
^  two  accounts,  the  first  headed,  "  The  stated  ac-  ner,  and  had 

coam  of  the  partnership  of  Messrs.  Milne;'  which  shewed  J^J^^^^a^fo^ 

^  one  side  the  gross  amount  of  the  sales  during  the  twenty-two 

..       years,  but  it 
partnership,  \^^  j^  ^ 

■?onnt  limited  to  the  subiequenQreoeipts  of  tlie  surviving  partn®^ 
Glutted  had  taken  place. 


Yfd^ 
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1841.  partnership,  and  of  the  stock  at  its  conclusion,  and  on 
the  other,  the  capital  of  the  partners,  leaving  a  balance 
of  uet  profits  of  S862/.,  and  outstanding  debts  remain- 
ing due  to  the  partnership  amounting  to  2094/.  It  also 
stated,  that  all  the  debts  due  from  the  partnership 
were  satisfied. 

The  second  account  was  headed,  *^  Mr.  James  Milne 
in  account  with  Mrs.  Milne,  the  widow  of  his  late  son,"* 
and  stated,  on  the  one  hand,  the  son's  share  of  the  capital 
and  profits,  and  on  the  other,  payments  made  on 
account  thereof,  and  shewing  a  balance  of  167/«  due 
from  the  widow,  which  was  stated  to  be  deducted  from 
the  receipt  of  outstanding  debts. 

These  accounts  were  of^a  general  or  summary  nature, 
and  did  not  comprise  the  items  of  the  account  but 
merely  stated  the  gross  result. 

James  Milne  the  elder  died  in  Octcber  1834,  and  two 
years  after,  the  Plaintifi*s  made  an  application  to  the 
Defendant,  the  widow  and  executrix  of  James  Milne 
the  elder,  for  accounts  of  the  partnership.  In  August 
1836,  a  Mr.  Starling,  who  acted  for  the  Defendant^ 
furnished  the  Plaintiffs  with  an  account  which  was 
headed  as  follows,  *^  An  account  of  cash  advances  to 
and  expenditures  on  account  of  the  late  Mr.  James 
Milne ]\xvi.,  made  by  the  late  James  Milne  sen.,  being 
payments  on  account  of  the  claim  of  Mr.  W.  G.  Scoii^ 
and  Mary  his  wife,  under  the  partnership  estate  of 
Messrs.  Milne  and  Son." 

It  set  forth  a  number  of  payments  alleged  to  have 
been  made  by  James  Milne  the  elder  to  his  son  and 
to  the  Plaintiff*  Mrs.  ScoU  respectively,  from  the  8th 
of  May  1806,  to  the  10th  of  November  1812  both 
inclusive,   and  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum 

of 
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of  927SL  19s.  ed.^  and  at  the  foot  of  the  account,        1841. 

was  the  following   memorandum    in    writing,  signed 

by  Mwrgn-et  Milne.     "  I  hereby  claim  to  be  allowed 

to  me  all   the    before    mentioned    sums    of  money, 

amoDDting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  2273/.  125.  6^/., 

out  of  and  towards  satisfaction  of  the  share  of  capital 

of  my  late  son,  besides  his  advancement  of  500/.,  and 

also  his  share  of  profits  under  the  late  partnership 

estate  of  Messrs.  MUne  and  Son,  to  be  ascertained  by 

an  account  I  have  engaged  to  furnish  you  of  the  same, 

oter  and  above  such  other  sum  and  sums  I  may  be 

coaUed  to  shew  has  been  paid  to  or  advanced  on 

account  of  my  late  son's  interest  in  the  said  partnership. 

As  witness  my  hand  this  ISth  day  of  At^ust  1836. 

Margaret  Milne.^ 

The  Defendant  soon  afterwards  sent  to  the  PlaintifiTs 
a  further  account,  which  was  headed,  *^  An  account  of 
the  receipts  and  expenditures  under  the  partnership 
^te  of  Messrs.  Milne  and  Son,''  fiimbhed  by  Mrs. 
Margaret  Milne,  executrix  of  the  late  Mr.  James  Milne 
tbe  elder,  who  was  the  surviving  partner.  In  this 
account  credit  was  given  for  monies  received  by  James 
Mibi  the  elder,  both  before  and  after  the  accounts 
^re  rendered  by  hun  in  the  year  1812. 

In  1838  the  Plaintiffs  filed  this  bill  against  the  De- 
'^ndant,  praying  a  general  account  of  the  partnership 
transacdons. 

The  bill  alleged  that  errors  existed  in  the  several 
accounts,  which  errors  were  not,  however,  proved. 

There  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  two  accounts 
rendered  by  the  testator  in  1812  had  not  been  acqui- 
**edin,  from  the  time  they  were  delivered,  down  to  the 
^^  of  James  Milne  the  elder  in  the  year  1834;  but 

Vol  V.  Q  it 
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1841.  it  was  alleged  by  the  biU,  and  admitted  by  the  answer, 
that  sums  had  been  received  by  James  Milne  the  elder, 
subsequent  to  1812,  on  account  of  the  outstanding  debts, 
but  which  the  answer  also  stated  had  been  accounted  for. 

The  Defendant  insisted  that  the  accounts  were  setded 
and  acquiesced  in ;  that  she  was  protected  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  and  was  not  bound  to  account 
at  all,  or  at  most  that  she  was  only  bound  to  account 
for  the  debts  received  since  1812.  She  also  imputed 
improper  conduct  to  Mr.  Starling  in  procuring  her  to 
sign  and  send  the  accounts,  and  she  said  that  he  acted 
as  the  agent,  and  was  in  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Wood  for  the  Plaintiffs,  con- 
tended they  were  entitled  to  a  general  account  That 
the  accounts  were  still  open  and  subsisting,  and  that  no 
settled  account  had  been  shown,  and  that  even  those  of 
1812  did  not  contain  the  items,  but  were  general  in 
their  nature;  and,  lastly,  that  the  conduct  of  the 
Defendant  had  been  such,  as  to  waive  any  objection 
arising  from  lapse  of  time  or  acquiescence. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Ellison  for  the  Defendant,  con- 
tended, that  the  Plaintiffs  having  acquiesced  in  the  ac- 
count for  twenty-two  years  were  barred  by  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  and  their  own  laches  from  unravelling 
the  account,  that  the  Defendant  was  not  liable  at  this 
distance  of  time  to  account  at  all,  and  at  all  events,  only 
for  the  receipt  of  the  outstanding  debts. 

That  the  accounts  had  been  rendered  by  the  De- 
fendant merely  for  her  satisfaction,  and  under  tlie 
wrong  advice  of  Mr.  Starling  who  was  intimately  con- 
nected with  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  she  had  done  so 

under 
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nmleir  the  impression  that  her  legal  rights  would  not 
beprqodioed. 

Mx.  PembertoHf  in  reply* 

The  following  cases  were  cited^  Irvine  y.  Yoitng  (a)i 

WUii  y.  Jemegan  (b)f   Ex  parte  Randleson  (c),   Lord 

O^neartyY^  Laiouche  {d)f  CampbeU  y.  Graham (^),  Gren^ 

J^  T.  Qirdksione  (g),  Herty  y.  Dinwoody  (A),    Gfray  y# 

-^fi«i«ttc»jif .  (t) 

Tie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  « 

'The  accounts  rendered  in  1812,  though  summary, 

^^^w  that  great  care  was  taken  to  ascertain  what  the 

^^^te  of  the  account  between  the  parties  at  that  time 

^'^^u.  The  eyidence  is  wholly  silent  as  to  how  the  accounts 

^^^Te  made  out,  or  what  access  was  given  to  the  books,  or 

^^l^at  examination  of  them  took  place  at  the  time.    The 

A^^cSoiints  were  delivered  in  October  1812,  and  it  is  not 

sl^^wn  that  they  were  not  acquiesced  in  without  any  ob- 

J^otbn  from  the  time  of  their  delivery  to  the  death  of  Milne 

tile  fiither.  James  Milne^  the  father,  died  in  October  1834 ; 

and  two  years  afterwards  application  was  made  to  Mrs. 

I^ilne,  his  legal  personal  representative,  for  an  account 

Tbat  account  was  rendered  by  Starlings  who  it  is  proved 

was  consulted  by  the  Defendant ;  the  books  were  exa- 

vuoed  by  him,  and  by  a  letter  it  appears  that  he  com- 

^miioited  with  her  in  respect  of  what  he  was  to  do,  and 

>n  account  was  sent  in  consequence  of  her  instructions. 

%  account  comprised  not  only  the  transactions  of  the 

P^ership  previous  to  1812,  but  those  subsequent  which 

'^l^  to  the  outstanding  debts.     Another  account  was 

also 

f«)  1  fliw.  4"  Si,  335.  (e)  1  Jiuu.  *  M.  455. 

W  2  Atkyns,  951.  (g)  «  1^.  4"  Col.  (Exch.)  GSS, 

W  «  Dtae.  4>  Ch.  534.  (A)  2  Fet.  juo.  87. 

W  1  Wl  4  J».  420.  (i)  a  Vei.  lOJ. 

Q2 
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1841.  also  rendered  of  the  sums  advanced  to  the  son  and  ii 
widow,  being  the  same  sums  for  which  Jamet  Milne  tl 
elder  took  credit  in  the  account  of  1812.  Disputes  txx 
place,  and  in  1838  this  bill  was  filed,  praying  for  a  g 
neral  account.  This  lady  by  her  answer,  after  admitdi 
that  the  account  was  rendered,  states  that  she  did  it  I 
bad  advice,  suggests  that  Starling  acted  in  collusii 
with  the  Plaintifl&,  insists  she  ought  not  to  be  boui 
by  the  accounts,  and  that  the  matter  ought  to  be  treat 
as  if  the  accounts  had  not  been  rendered;  and  si 
claims  to  be  exempted  from  accounting,  in  consequeu 
of  the  lapse  of  time.  Starling  is  examined  for  the  Flai 
tiffs,  but  he  is  not  cross-examined ;  no  cross  bill  is  fiiei 
but  the  Defendant  claims  what  she  might  possibly  ha 
been  entitled  to  if  there  had  been  a  cross  bill  and  tl 
facts  had  been  fully  proved.  I  cannot  however  on  tb 
record  think  that  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  any  su< 
relief;  there  is  no  ground  established  in  the  evidence  (I 
imputing  misconduct  to  Starlings  and  I  cannot  assun 
misconduct  in  him. 

The  case  then  is  a  very  short  one ;  the  account  wi 
delivered  in  1812;  at  that  time  it  might  have  bei 
thoroughly  investigated,  and  there  is  no  evidence  i 
shew  that  every  opportunity  for  investigation  was  n* 
given.  It  appears  to  have  been  acquiesced  in,  from  tl 
time  when  it  was  delivered  to  the  time  when  the  deman 
was  made  for  a  general  account  If  that  demand  ha 
not  been  complied  with,  I  should  say,  without  tl 
slightest  hesitation,  that  there  had  been  such  an  ai 
quiescence  as  ought  to  bind  the  parties.  The  questio 
is,  whether  what  took  place  afterwards  is  to  take  awa 
the  effect  of  the  acquiescence,  and  I  think  it  ougl 
not  My  opinion  is,  that  I  ought  not  to  open  the  a( 
counts;  but  the  receipt  of  outstanding  debts  subsequen 
to  1812  being  admitted,  I  must  direct  an  account  ii 
respect  of  the  outstanding  debts. 

Seeioj 
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Seeing  that  the  account  of  1812  admits  there  were       1841. 
^>^tstanding  accounts  to  a  considerable  amount  which  it 
"^^^as  the  duty  of  the  surviving  partner  to  collect,  and 
^^^seing  by  the  account  subsequently  rendered  that  that 
i^/lection  did  take  place,  .and  there  being  no  reason  for 
iMving  that  any  one  of  the  sums  were  ever  divided 
l^^^ween  the  parties  entitled,  there  is  no  reason  for 
"^xsing  an  account  of  the  monies  received  by  the  sur- 
^''-■'^^ing  partner  after  the  date  of  the  account  of  1812. 


AflSrmed  by  Lord  Lj^ndkunt  C,  15th  Febmary,  1843. 


WHITE  V.  WHITE.  j^^^^-J^ 

Mar^  1.8« 
HIS  was  a  bill  for  the  appointment  of  two  new  Trustees  ap- 
trustees,  in  the  place  of  trustees  appointed  by  the  ^*SJ^n  the 
stator^s  will,  but  who  had  died  in  his  lifetime.     The  place  of  others 
ill  contained  a  power  for  the  surviving  or  continuing  TOintments 

•^•ustees  or  trustee,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  nad  foiled  by 

their  deaths 
le  last  surviving  or  continuing  trustee,  to  appoint  new  in  the  lifetime 

^^^^rustees  in  the  place  of  trustees  dying,  desiring  to  be  ^^Jj®^^^'' 

^^isc^harged,  &c.  appoint  future 

trustees  in  the 
manner  and 
Mr.iZ.  IV.  E.  Farster  asked  that  the  Master  might  under  the  dr- 
•^  1      •  •        1  1  cumstances 

insert  a  power  authorismg  the  trustees  now  to  be  ap*  mentioned  in 

'|x>inted,  to  appoint  future  new  trustees ;  he  referred  to  ^®  ^^* 

Joyce  V.  Joyce  (a)  as  an  authority,  {b) 

Mr.  W.  C.  BuUer^  for  the  Defendant. 

The 

(a)  S  MM  S76.  S96. ;  Bnntm  v.  Brcttm,  SY./jr 

(H)   See    Seton   on   Decreet,     Col.  595s;  Southwell  v.  Ward^ 
ISl.;  Bt^fleyr.  MmtM^A  Mad.     Tamhffh  '14. 
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1642.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  he  would  look  at  the 

case  cited,  but  he  saw  no  objection  to  what  was  pro* 
posed  to  be  done. 

8th  March.  His  Lordship  ordered  that  the  Master,  in  settling  the 
conveyance,  should  be  at  liberty,  if  he  should  thiok  fit, 
to  insert  the  power  to  appoint  new  trustees. 


EXTRACT  FROM   DECREE. 


The  decree,  after  referring 
it  to  the  Master  to  settle  a  con- 
veyance from  the  heir  at  law  of 
the  testator  to  the  new  trustees, 
proceeded  as  follows  :  •^'^  And 
it  if  ordered,  that  there  be  in- 
serted therdn  a  power  for  the 
persons  so  to  be  appointed  as 
aforesaid,  and  the  survivor  of 
them,  or  the  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators of  such  survivor,  to 
l^ppoint    new    trustees  in    the 


manner  and  under  the  drcum- 
stances  mentioned  and  directed 
in  and  by  the  said  will  and  co- 
dicil, and  also  a  direction,  that 
the  trustees  now  to  be  appointed, 
or  hereafter  to  be  appointed  as 
aforesaid,  shall  have  all  such 
other  powers  and  authorities  as 
if  they  had  been  named  and 
appointed  in  and  by  the  sidd 
testator's  will  and  codicil "  Reg. 
Lib.  1841,B.  fol.49S. 


1841. 
Dec.  2. 15. 


LANE  ^  HARDWICKE. 


Tt/TR.  HETHERINGTON  moved,  that  the  senior 
clerk   in   Court  might  appear,  and   put   in   an 


An  infant  hav- 
ing been  taken 
out  of  the 

jurisdiction  to  answer  forthwith  for  the  infant  Defendant  St.  Andrew 
avoid  service, 

Beauchamp  St*  John^  who  was  out  of  the  jurisdicUon, 


the  Court  re- 
used to  ap- 
oint  the  se- 
luor  rix  clerk 
in  court  to 
i^ipear  and 
put  in  his 


The  affidavit  in  support  of  the  motion  stated,  that  the 
deponent  believed,  that  the  infant  bad  been  taken  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  by  his  parents,  for  the  express  purpose 
of  preventing  his  being  served  with  process  to  appear  to 
Substituted  the  bill,  and  thereby  cause  delay  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  the 
prosecution  of  this  suit. 

Hanoock 


lerviceofa 
nbptnaXo 


Sod  in 


or- 


thecaseofaninfiuit, 
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Hmeock^.EaUm{a)  was  cited,  in  which  an  infant        1841. 
having  been  taken  abroad  by  his  parents,  Lord  JUdon 
assigned  the  senior  six  clerk  as  his  guardian,  to  put  in 
his  answer  without  bringing  the  infant  into  Court 

On  the  following  day. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  could  not  grant 
this  application ;  but  that  looking  at  the  a£Sdavits,  there 
might  be  ground  for  applying  for  substituted  service  on  the 
persons  who  seemed  to  act  for  the  parents  of  the  infant 


Mr.  HetAerington  applied  for  an  order  for  substituted       I>ec.  is. 
scrrioe^  when  upon  the  facts  stated, 

TTie 


(a)  HANCOCK  v.  EATON.  1819. 

Feb.lU 
Upon  opeoiog  &c.,  unto  the  Lord  Chancellor,  it  was  alleged,         L.  C. 

that  bjr  an  order  of  the  14th  November  last,  it  was  ordered,  An  infant 

that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  should  be  taken  pro  confesso  as  having,  after 

against  WUliam  B.  and  Ann  his  wife,  and  WiUiam  Henry  B^  beeTSaa* 

and  it  appeared  by  affidavit  that  W*  B.  and  Ann  his  wife  out  of  the 

mirried  in  1811,  and  had  one  child  W.  H.  B^  bom  in  1813,  ^^q^* 

9DiW.B.  and  Ann  his  wife  and  the  infant  quitted  Englandt  pointed  the 

aad  went  to  reside  in  North  America^  where  they  were  still  senior  nx 

reading;  it  was  prayed  that  the  order  might  be  set  aside,  f^®^^^^ 

at  &r  as  regarded  the  Defendant  IV.  H.  B,  the  infant,  and  without  the 

that  John  Kipling  Esq.,  the  senior  six  clerk  not  towards  the  infiuat  bring 

caoie,  might  be  assigned  his  guardian  without  his  being  q^^ 
brooght  into  Court;  and  that  the  said  Defendant  might 
amver  by  such  guardian,  he,  the  said  Defendant  fV.  H.  B.^ 
aifice  the  entering  his  appearance,  having  quitted  this  king- 
dom; which,  upon  hearing  the  said  order  and  the  said  affi- 
darit  and  an  affidavit  of  notice  of  this  motion  to  the  De- 
fendant read  is  ordered  accordingly.  —  Reg.  Lib.  1818,  A. 
foL497.(a) 

(a)  See  Sd  General  Order  of  AprU  1842.    Ord.  Om.  197. 
Q4 
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1841.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  that  service  on 

the  solicitor  and  six  clerk  of  the  parents,  should  be  good 
service  on  the  infant  {a) 

(a)  See  Kinder  y.  Forbes,  2  Beavan,  605, ;  Weymouth  v.  Lamberi% 
3  Beaoan,  S33,;  and  Hobhome  v.  Courtney,  18  ^wu  140. 


i84«.  THORPE  V.  OWEN. 

Jan.  IS,  15. 
17.  89. 

A  testatrix  TN  Teh'uary  1827»  the  mother  of  Henry  Owen  died, 

**^al  wta^c'^to  having  by  her  will  given  her  personal  estate  to  the 

B.  for  the  six  daughters  of  Henry  Owen  ;  and  she  appointed  him 

benefit  of -B.'i  ,         ®    , 

daughters.  B.  sole  executor, 
invested  the 

gether  with  Henry  Omen  converted  the  whole  personal  estate,  and 

1000/.  of  his  invested  it  with  a  further  sum  of  1000/.,  part  of  his  own 

own  monies,  '               ^ 

in  the  funds  money,  in  the  purchase  of  2550/.  3^  per  cent  reduced 

in  his  own  «„«.,u:^^ 

name,  and  annuities. 

afterwards 

admhtedlhe  ^^  1  ^^^  ^^  eldest  daughter  came  of  age,  when  the 

agmntefund  testator  paid  her  455/.  155.  6d.  one-sixth  of  the  whole 

trust  for  his  fund,  she  giving  a  receipt  for  it  as  one-sixth  of  the  estate 

O  "th^^dcath  ^^  ^^^  grandmother  and  of  the  addition  made  thereto 

of  ^.  the  fund  by  Henry  Owen  the  father,  ^<  amounting  in  the  whole 

was  found  ^^  ^u^„^  *> 

nixed  with  as  above. 

like  funds  of 

th'tttnnder^ihc  In  IS 34  another  daughter  came  of  age,  when  one- 

circMHisUncw,  gf^j^  of  the  residue  of  the  aggregate  fund  was  paid 

fidentt&coa-  to  her,  on  her  giving  a  receipt  for  it,  mcorrectly  de- 

^nh^Hj^'  scribing  it  as  one-fifth  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 

'^  grandmother. 

In 
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In  1888  a  third  daughter  married  Mr.  Sculler,  when        18  42. 
lier  fither  covenanted  to  settle  the  <' contingent  share'' 
ID  the  legacy  given  by  the  grandmother's  will,  on  certain 
trasts. 

Accounts  of  the  grandmother's  estate  being  required 
on  behalf  of  Sadler  and  wife,  they  were  furnished  by 
Henry  Owenj  through  his  solicitors,  on  the  20th  of  July 
ISi-O.  In  them,  the  1000/.  was  included  in  the  follow- 
ing terms:  — "  1827,  March  7th,  added  lOOO/.;"  and 
ooe-fburth  of  the  2550/.  and  dividends  were  stated  to  be 
due  to  Sadler  and  wife.  Henry  Owen  also  stated,  in  a 
leUer  accompanying  the  account,  that  he  was  ready  to 

isttgn  and  pay  over  the  637/.  105.  to  Sadlet's  trustees, 

and  to  account  for  the  dividends. 

On  the  28th  of  Jtdy  1840,  the  solicitors  of  Henry 
Omii,  in  answer  to  the  last  letter  accompanying  the 
aoooDDt,  wrote  to  him  to  the  following  effect : —  <^  You 
mention  in  yours  received  this  morning,  that  the  1000/. 
mentioDed  in  your  account  was  your  own  money.  Now 
if  80^  Qjuere  1.  We  think  that  it  should  be  kept  out  of 
the  account  now  to  be  handed  to  QuiUer  and  Taylor 
[tlie  solicitors  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Sadler}^  though  you 
nigh^  if  you  pleased,  pay  over  to  Mrs.  Sadler's  trustees 
inykrger  sum  than  that  which  should  appear  strictly 
doe  from  you. 

^Qfiare  2.  Was  the  1000/.  a  voluntary  gifl  on  your 
pirt  without  any  l^;al  obligation  or  debt  ? 

^Qfuere  8.  If  so»  we  suppose  this  mode  of  giving  a 
portioii  to  yoor  daughters  was  adopted  as  a  convenience 
to  youzBd^  since  you  would  have  the  trouble  of  manag- 
ing the  fimd  of  which  you  were  trustee." 

Henry 
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1842.  Henry  Omen  returned  this  letter  to  his  solkatorsi 

having  written  opposite  the  above  qtsaries  as  follows  :— 

9 

^^  Qwrre  1.  As  I  have  hitherto  made  the  lOOO/L  part 
of  the  testatrix's  property,  I  cannot  alter  it. 

<<  Qmere  2.  Yes. 

««  Quare  S.  Yes.^ 

In  Nooember  1840,  Hemy  Omen  paid  the  trustees  of 
Sadler  and  wife  442.,  for  two  years*  dividends  on  6S7L  lOH. 
stock;  and  in  the  letter  forwarding  it  through  his 
solicitors,  he  again  stated,  that  the  trustees  of  StuBer 
were  entitled  to  one-fonrth  of  25502.  stock  and  ci  the 
dividends. 

In  April  1841,  a  release  was  prepared  from  the  in- 
structions of  Henry  Owen^  which  was  executed  by  cme 
of  the  parties,  but  was  not  executed  by  him  in  con- 
sequence of  his  death.  It  purported  to  be  a  rdease 
from  one-fourth  of  the  25502.  stock. 

Henry  Owen  died  in  June  1841,  when  the  fond  was 
found  <^  amalgamated  **  with  other  stock  of  his  own, 
and  made  together  a  sum  of  6350/.  3^  per  cents,  whidi 
was  still  standing  in  his  name.  A  petition  was  presented 
in  the  cause,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  question, 
whether  the  10002.  voluntarily  invested  by  Hemy  Owen 
in  his  own  name,  viras  affected  with  a  tmst  in  fiivour 
his  daughters  ? 

Mr.  Pemberim  and  Mr.  Josiak  W.  Smih,  for 
widow  and  personal  representatives  of  Henry  OawM,. 

stated  the  facts  of  the  case. 


Mr. 
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'Hix.  Kinierdejf^  TAx.  StifUouj  and  Mr*  C.  Hall,  for  184!?. 
the  daoghters  and  their  trustees,  contended  that  the 
testator  had  devoted  the  10002.  to  the  same  trusts,  as 
thode  on  which  be  held  the  personal  estate  of  his  mother, 
and  that  he  had  done  sufficient  to  affect  him  with  the 
trust,  80  as  to  bind  his  representatives. 

yb,  TinMtfy  Mr.  O.  Jnderdon,  Mr,  Collins^  and  Mr. 
7Vt>&£r  contended,  that  as  no  legal  interest  in  the  10002. 
had  passed  from  the  testator,  and  as  there  had  been  no 
dedaratbn  of  trust,  this  Court  would  not  assbt  volun- 
teers in  perfecting  an  incomplete  trust  That  this  fund 
musti  therefore,  be  considered  part  of  the  general  estate 
ctBemy  Owen.  The  following  cases  were  cited;  Coi" 
tm  T.  Missing  (a),  Antrobus  v.  Smith  (6),  Ward  v.  Aud- 
knd(c)i  GaskeU  v.  GaskeU{d)^  Edwards  v.  Janes  {e), 
J^jhys  V.  Jefferys  (g),  and  see  Dithn  v.  Cqppin  (A). 

Tke  BCAffTEB  of  the  Rolls  ordered  the  cause  to  stand 
oftr  to  see  if  any  further  evidence  could  be  produced. 
Oa  a  subsequent  day,  he  held  that  a  trust  had  been  de- 
clared of  the  10002.  in  &vour  of  the  daughters,  and  he 
directed  payment  thereof  accordingly. 

(i)  1 IML 1V6.  (d)  a  F.  4  J.  508. 

W  1«  Vm.  99.  (r)  1  MyL  ^  Cr.  8S€. 

if)  \  9m.  5n.«  C.  P  Cooper^  (^)  Cr.  i  Ph.  158. 

>«  (A)  4  3fy.*CV.  647. 
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1842. 


Feb.  10. 

The  first  order 
oi  May  1859 
is  not  super- 
seded by  the 
eleventh  and 
twelfth  ge- 
neral orders 
of  Atigu$t 
1841,  but  a 
party  to  whom 
money  or 
costs  are 
ordered  to  be 
paid,^  may 
still  issue  a 
fi.fa,  or. 


STREETEN  v.  WHITMORE. 

Tl  Y  the  first  order  of  the  10th  of  May  1839  {a\  ( 
"■^  person  to  whom  money  or  costs  have  been  ore 
to  be  paid,  may,  at  the  expiration  of  a  months  isi 
fieri  facias  or  elegit  of  the  form  there  stated. 

By  the  Uth  amended  order  of  August  1841  {b)^ 
party  ordered  to  pay  money,  &c.,  does  not  obej 
order,  the  party  prosecuting  it  may  issue  an  attache 
and  may  afterwards  have  a  sequestration  or  serjeao 
arms,  &c. 

By  the  12th  order  of  August  1841  (c)  it  is  ord< 
"  That  every  order  or  decree  requiring  any  party  t 
an  act  thereby  ordered,  shall  state  the  time,  or  the 
after  service  of  the  order  or  decree,  within  whici 
act  is  to  be  done ;  and  that  upon  the  copy  of  the  c 
or  decree  which  shall  be  served  upon  the  party  reqi 
to  obey  the  same,  there  shall  be  endorsed  a  memc 
dum  in  the  words  or  to  the  effect  following,  viz. :  — 
you,  the  within  named  A.  £.,  neglect  to  obey  this  c 
[or  decree]  by  the  time  therein  limited,  you  wil 
liable  to  be  arrested  under  a  writ  of  attachment  is 
out  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  or  by  the  Serji 
at-Arms  attending  the  same  Court,  and  also  be  liab 
have  your  estate  sequestered  for  the  purpose  of  \ 
pelling  you  to  obey  the  same  order  [or  decree].' " 

The  Plaintiff,  afler  the  latter  general  orders  i 
into  operation,  obtained  an  order  against  a  purcl 


(c)  Ord.  Can.  167. 


(o)  Ord,  Can.  158. 
0)  Ih.  166. 
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for  payment  of  802.  costs  within  a  fortnight    This  order        1 842. 
vassenredy  and  after  the  lapse  of  a  month  the  Plaintiff 
applied  to  his  Clerk  in  Court  for  a  writ  ofjifa. 


Stkbeten 
Whitmokk. 


The  Qerk  in  Court  conceived  that  the  latter  general 
order  superseded  the  former,  and  that  the  party  prose- 
cuting an  order  was  not  now  entitled  to  eijufa.  or 
dtgit^  as  the  indorsement  did  not  state  that  the  party 
disobeying  the  order  would  be  subject  to  the  effect  of 
those  writs.  He  in  consequence  declined  issuing  the 
writof^/fl. 

Mr«  Bagihame  stated  these  circumstances  to  the 
CoBTty  and  asked  that  the  writ  might  issue. 

Tk  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
ttrtided  to  the  writ  of^  fa.^  and  stated  his  opinion  that 
the  iWi  order  of  August  1841  was  not  intended  to  in- 
teieie  with  the  1st  order  of  the  10th  of  May  1839. 


GORDON  V.  The  CHELTENHAM  and  Great        F^.  h.  ig. 
Western  Union  Railway  Company. 


'pHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  a  general  A  railway  act 
demurrer  to  the  whole  biU,  and  on  a  motion  for  an  h  should' not 

injunction.  ^  '"^.^"'  f^"" 

'  the  railway 

The  company  to 

make  or 

estaWih  any  fwftfie  station,  yards,  wharfs,  waiting,  loading,  or  unloading  places, 

*vdioitseSy  or  other  buildings  and  conveniences  for  the   depositing;  receiving, 

^diDg  or  keeping  any  passengers  or  cattle,  or  any  goods,  articles,  matters,  or 

^00^  upon  the  estate  ofJS.  G,  without  hb  consent.    Held  on  demurrer  that  the 

vora**  public'*  did  not  necessarily  override  the  whole  sentence,  and  that  if  it  did, 

tltt  that  from  the  subsequent  clauses,  every  convenience  connected  with  the  rail- 

vnr,  must  be  considered  as  for  the  public  use. 

IKitinction  between  the  effect  of  acquiescence,  upon  a  motion  for  an  injunction 

ud  on  a  demurrer.    In  the  former  case  acquiescence  merely  prevents  the  special 

mmion  by  injanction,  but  in  the  latter  it  must  be  such  as  to  disentitle  the 

Hnotiffto  any  relief  whatever. 


t 
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1842.  The  bill  stated^  that  in  1836  a  bill  WAs  blrought  into 

^^^^^  ^®  House  of  CommonB  authorising  the  Defendants  to 

V,  make  their  Railway,  which  it  was  proposed  should  pass 

Chbl^nham  trough  the  Plaintiff's  estate,  and  that  the  Plaintiff, 

Railway      apprehending  annoyance  therefrom,  opposed  the  bill. 
Company. 

An  agreement  was,  however,  come  to  between  the 
parties,  by  which  it  was,  among  other  things  agreed, 
**  that  no  public  station  should  be  established  on  the 
estate  without  permission.** 

The  act  passed;  and  by  the  15th  section,  it  was 
enacted  as  follows :  —  <<  That  it  shall  not  be  lawAil  for 
the  said  Company  to  make  or  establish  any  public 
station,  yards,  whar&,  waiting,  loading,  or  unloading 
places,  warehouses,  or  other  buildings  and  conveniences, 
for  the  depositing,  receiving,  loading,  or  keeping  any 
passengers  or  cattle,  or  any  goods,  articles,  matters,  or 
things,  upon  the  estate  of  the  said  Robert  Gordon^  his 
heirs  or  assigns,  or  within  fifly  yards  of  the  boundaries 
thereof,  without  the  previous  consent  in  writing  of  the 
said  Robert  Gordon^  his  heirs  or  assigns,  for  that  pur- 
pose had  and  obtained." 

The  Defendants  had,  however,  lately  made  a  well 
and  tank,  and  built  two  wood  cottages,  and  an  engine-, 
house  and  stable  on  the  property,  and  within  the  pre- 
scribed limits ;  and  they  had  lately  dug  the  foundations 
for  and  commenced  the  erection  of  a  stone  building  of 
a  permanent  character  (and  which  was  intended  as  a 
depot  for  coals,  coke,  and  ashes)  on  part  of  the  land. 

The  bill  alleged,  that  the  trains  stopped  at  the  point 
in  question  for  the  purpose  of  changing  the  engines ; 
and  after  stating  the  inconveniences  resulting  to  the 
Plaintiff  and  his  family,  it  prayed  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain 
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itno  tht  Defendants  from  using  the  said  engine-house,        1842. 
cottigeiy  and  other  buildings  so  erected  as  aforesaid,  or     ^"^^^^^ 
uj  of  thenit  for  depositing,  receiving,  loading,  or  keep*  v. 

iogSDy  passengers  or  cattle,  or  any  goods,  eng'mes,  or  chbltiwham 
-  other  articles,  matters,  or  things,  and  from  continuing       Railway 
the  erection  of  the  buildings,  so  commenced,  and  from         ^^P^y* 
fflikiog,  erecting,  or  establishing  upon  the  Plaintiff's 
laiid%  or  within  fifty  yards  of  the  boundaries  thereof, 
any  public  station,  yards,  wharfs,  waiting,  loading,  or 
oaloadiiig  places,  warehouses,  or  other  buildings  and 
coQTenieoces,  for  the  depositing,  receiving,  loading,  or 
keeping  any  passengers  or  cattle,  or  any  goods,  articlesf 
natten^  or  things. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants  filed  a  general  demurrer, 
wiridi  DOW  came  on  for  argument,  together  with  an  ap- 
plicstkm  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  for  an  injunction. 

Mr.  G.  learner  and  Mr.  fV.  P.  Wood  in  support  of 
(be  demurrer,  and  in  opposition  to  the  motion  for  an 
injuDction,  contended  that  the  Defendants  had  not  acted 
in  contravention  of  the  Act,  and  that  they  had  a  right 
to  hate  a  dqx)t  for  their  engines,  and  for  such  things  as 
Me  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  conveniently  using 
tbenilioad. 

Oa  the  construction  of  the  act  of  parliament  they 
contended  that  the  word  <^  public"  in  the  15th  section 
applied  to  every  term  in  the  clause,  and  did  not  prohibit 
die  deposit  ^rf*  goods  for  the  private  use  of  the  company, 
but  merely  **  goods,  articles,"  &c.  as  carriers  for  the 
pnUic.  That  the  agreement  set  out  in  the  bill  shewed 
diat  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  merely  to  prevent 
a  "  public  statbn."  In  the  Eton  case  it  was  held  that 
•  prohibiticm  against  forming  a  station  did  not  prevent 
tbe  railway  Company  from  taking  up  and  setting  down 
paaaeDgers. 

The 
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1 842.  The  Plaintiff,  they  said,  had  acquiesced  in  such  a  way 

^Gordon  ^  ^  disentitle  him  to  relief.    This  Court  will  only  in- 

V.  terfere  by  injunction  to  prevent  an  irreparable  injary, 

Chblti»ham  ^"^  "^^  ^^  ^  ^^^^  where  the  thing  is  completed.     Deere 

Railway  y.  Guest  (a). 

Company, 

Mr.  Pemberton^  Mr.  Kindersley^  and  Mr.  Gcldsmid^ 
contra. 


By  the  15th  section  the  railway  company  are  pro- 
hibited making  *^  any  public  station,  &c.  or  other  build- 
ings and  conveniences  for  the  depositing  receiving, 
loading,  or  keeping  any  passengers  or  cattle,  or  any 
goods,  articles,  matters,  or  things  upon  the  estate  of  the 
Plaintiff  without  his  previous  consent  in  writing.**  By 
erecting  the  building  in  question,  and  by  the  deposit  of 
the  engines,  &c.  the  Defendants  have  acted  contrary  to 
the  terms  of  the  act.  The  word  ^*  public  "  does  not  apply 
to  all  the  expressions  used  in  this  section,  but  if  it  did, 
then,  by  the  terms  of  the  act,  the  public  have  the  right 
of  using  every  convenience  belonging  to  the  company. 
By  the  interpretation  clause  (i),  it  is  enacted  that  where 
the  word  *^  railway"  shall  be  used,  the  same  shall  be 
understood  to  include  the  branch  railways,  yards,  stations, 
wharfs,  and  other  works  thereby  authorised  to  be  made^ 
and  by  a  subsequent  section  (c)  it  is  enacted  *'  that  all  per- 
sons shall  have  free  liberty  to  pass  along  ^d  upon,  and  to 
use  and  employ  the  said  railway^  with  carriages  properly 
constructed  as  by  the  act  is  directed  upon  pajmient  only 
of  such  rates  and  tolls  as  shall  be  demanded  by  the  said 
company,  not  exceeding  the  respective  rates  or  tolls  by 
the  act  authorised."  If,  therefore,  the  company  make 
this  station  for  their  own  accommodation,  the  public 
have  a  right  to  use  it. 

As 

{a)  1  MyL  4-  Cr.  516.  (c)  Sect.  165. 

\b)  Sect.  2. 
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As  to  acquiesceiicet  the  Plaintiff  has  been  lulled  by  the  1 842. 

RpreKDtatioDs  of  the  Officers  of  the  Defendants.    He  q^^^^ 

prototod  all  along,  and  being  naturally  desirous  of  «• 

avoidiDg  coming  to  thb  Court,  he  took  no  legal  pro-  chcltbnham 

feedings  until  his  rights  were  disputed  ;  this  first  hap*  Railway 

pened  on  the  SOth  of  December,  when  the  Defendants  ^^^* 
clumed  adversely  the  right  to  make  this  erection. 

Acquiescence  upon  an  application  for  an  injunction,  is 
^I^&rent  from  acquiescence  upon  demurrer.  In  the 
^'^  case,  it  merely  disentitles  the  Plaintiff  to  the  pro- 
jection of  the  Court  by  special  injunction,  but  in  the 

'^tter  case,  it  must  amount  to  such  a  waiver  of  his  rights 

^  to  destroy  the  right  altogether. 

2^  Master  of  the  Rolls,  (upon  the  argument  of 
^he  demurrer)  said,  several  grounds  have  been  stated  in 
support  of  the  demurrer,  but  the  only  one,  which,  upon 
the  demurrer,  it  is  at  all  necessary  to  consider,  is  the 
cotistniction  of  the  act  of  parliament. 

^he  argument  as  to  acquiescence  is,  no  doubt,  very 

^''^Portant  upon  the  consideration  of  the  motion  for  an 

^|Ot}Gtion.    A  short  acquiescence  may  properly  induce 

™^    Court  not  to  interfere  ex  parte.     A  longer  ac- 

^^^scence  may,  under  the  circumstances,  throw  serious 

^^bt  upon  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  induce  the 

^^^rt  not  to  interfere  by  any  interlocutory  order,  even 

7^^n  applied  for  on  notice.     But  when  acquiescence 

Xised  as  an  argument  in  support  of  a  demurrer, 

^^  must,  to  make  it  effective,  be  such  an  acquies- 

^*^^»  as    wholly   to   disentitle   the   Plaintiff  to   any 

'^i^f.     It  must  assume  that  the  Plaintiff  originally 

^^^   a  right,  but   that  he   has    altogether   deprived 

^^^^self  of  it,  by  his  acquiescence.    There  is  clearly  no 

^^^1i  acquiescence  in  this  case.    The  Plaintiff  seems  to 

Vol.  V.  jB  have 
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1842:  have  objected  all  along  to  the  proceedings  of  the  De- 
fendants, and  the  answers  of  the  Defendants'  Officer! 
seem  to  have  been  such,  as  to  have  lulled  him  until  the 
80th  oi  December^  when,  for  the  first  time,  thq^  daimed. 
under  the  act  of  parliament,  a  right  to  do  the  acts  hen 
complained  of. 

On  the  demurrer,  the  only  question  is  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  act  of  parliament^  and  which  I  thinli 
one  of  very  considerable  doubt,  and  not  very  deai 
.either  way.  The  inclination  of  my  opinion  is  in  favooi 
of  the  Plaintiff,  but  I  must  defer  determining  the  ques* 
tion,  until  X  have  heard  the  motion  for  an  injunction. 


The  motion  for  the  injunction  was  then  discussed, 
but  it  is  not  necessary  to  repeat  the  arguments. 

Feb.  16.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  cause,  the  Plaintiff  Mr.  Gordon  alleges,  that 
the  Defendants,  the  Cheltenham  and  Great  Western 
Union  Railway  Company,  have  committed  a  violation  oi 
his  rights  under  the  act  of  parliament  by  which  the 
company  is  constituted.  He  has  filed  this  bill,  stating 
the  act  of  parliament,  the  contract  which  gave  rise  to 
the  provisions  in  that  act  which  relate  to  him,  and  the 
-acts  which  he  alleges  to  be  a  violation  of  his  rights,  and 
he  has  prayed  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Com* 
pany  from  committing  those  acts.  A  motion  is  made 
bj  the  Plabtiff  for  an  injunction,  and  the  Defendants 
have  put  in  a  general  demurrer,  denying  that  the  Plain- 
tUT  is  entitled  to  any  equity^  or  that  he  is  entitled  to 
ib^  t&terpo&ition  of  this  Cburt  for  his  protection.  With 
mffa^d  to  the  demurrer^  the  argument  has  principally 
the  words  of  the  act  of  parliament,  and 
pon  the  siiigle  word  ^'public,"  which»in 

.     .      the 
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the  fifteenth  sectbn,  is  alleged  to  have  a  particular        1843. 
Muung^  and  is  alleged  to  extend  to  every  word  which      qTJ^^ 
9  contained  in  the  clause.    The  clause  is  as  follows :  —  «. 

fffis  Lordship  stated  it]  C^^nu^m 

Railwaj 
Mow  it  appears  that  upon  the  line  of  railway  which  ^^^* 

coQstitnted  a  portion  of  Mr.  Gordori^  estate^  the  De« 
fendants  have  erected  a  wooden  building,  which  they 
call  an  engine-house,  for  the  deposit  and  placing  of  en- 
gines to  be  used  on  the  railway.    In  that  building  they 
luive  made  a  forge,  and  have  there  provided  the  neces- 
^BAry  means  of  repairing  engines,  so  that  it  is  made  a 
place  for  the  deposit  of  engines,  and  for  the  repair 
of  engines  to  be  used  on  the  railway.    Besides  tha^ 
^l^ej  have  erected  a  stable  and  two  cottages,  and  have 
■m^de  a  tank  of  water  at  a  short  distance.     Mr.  Gordon 
^Ueges,  that  these  are  conveniences  for  the  deposit  of 
Soods,  articles,  matters,  and  things ;  and  that  they  are 
contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  clause. 

The  Defendants  on  the  other  hand,  say  that  the  word 

**  public''  has  reference  to  every  word  in  the  clause^ 

*""^  that  it  means  a  place,  a  building,  a  convenience,  to 

^liich  any  person  constituting  a  portion  of  the  public 

^^^m  a  right  directly  to  resort:   that  here,  the  place 

^hich  is  made  for  the  deposit  of  engines  is  not  directly 

^^  the  use  of  the  public :  —  that  no  person,  as  part 

^^  the  public,  has  a  right  to  resort  to  this  engine-house, 

^^    has  a  right  to  go  into  it,  but  that  it  is  meant  and 

placed  there,  for  what  is  called  the  private  use  of  the 

^"^^^mpany,  for  keeping  those  things  which  are  necessary 

^^  preserving  the  railway,  and  for  keeping  it  up  for 

^^^  use  of  the  public     Now  it,  undoubtedly,  is  very 

'^Vch  to  be  wbhed  that  clauses  in  acts  of  parliament 

^^tre  expressed  with  more  precision  than  they  often  are. 

*^«us  being  n  ca«e  of  demurrer,  it  ought  not  to  be 

R  2  allowed 
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1842.  allowed  if  there  is  any  relief  to  be  had  upon  the  bilU 
and  I  could  not  hold  that  there  was  no  relief  to  be  had 
upon  the  bill,  unless  I  entirely  adopted  the  construction 
Cbbltbnhaic  contended  for  by  the  Defendants.  Upon  reading  this 
Railway  clause,  and  reading  it  with  reference  to  all  the  other 
clauses  in  which  there  are  similar  expressions  used,  I 
cannot  satisfy  myself  that  the  word  <*  public  **  is  to  be 
applied  to  every  part  of  this  clause,  or  if  it  were  so  ap- 
plied, that  I  C9uld  attribute  to  it  the  meaning  contended 
for  by  the  Defendants.  The  words  "  conveniences  for 
the  depositing,  receiving,  loading,  or  keeping  any  pas- 
sengers, or  cattle,  or  any  goods,  articles,  matters,  or 
things,"  do  not  appear  to  me,  in  the  construction  of 
this  clause,  to  be  necessarily  governed  or  affected  by 
the  word  '^public."  That  it  is  ambiguous,  I  think  must 
be  admitted.  It  is  not  very  easy  to  give  a  clear  and  de- 
monstrative reason  one  way  or  the  other,  but  looking  to 
the  sentence  and  giving  it  the  best  construction  I  can,  I 
go  to  this  extent, — that  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  word 
^^  public  "  does  extend  to  all  the  words  here;  and  still 
less  am  I  satisfied,  if  it  does  extend  to  every  thing 
here,  that  it  is  therefore  to  be  considered  as  ex- 
clusively applicable  to  those  conveniences  used  by  the 
Company,  in  the  discharge  of  what  may  be  called  the 
public  duty  they  have  undertaken.  By  public,  I  pre- 
sume the  Defendants  mean  no  more  than  their  cus- 
tomers, or  any  persons  among  the  public  who  may 
choose  to  make  use  of  this  railway.  In  that  sense,  no 
doubt,  the  public  have  a  right  to  have  the  road  kept  in 
proper  repair,  they  have  a  right  to  have  engines  duly 
appointed  and  kept  in  proper  repair  for  the  purpose 
of  a  convenient  traffic  for  the  public. 

Now  why  may  not  the  word  *«  public"  be  properly 
extended  to  all  such  buildings,  conveniences,  matters^ 
and  things  as  are  used  by  the  company,  for  preparing, 
keeping,  and  repairing  those  machines  and  things  which 

are 


Gordon 

V. 
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Are  fleoessary  to  keep  the  road,  and  the  machinery  on       1842. 
tbe  road,  in  a  proper  state  for  the  use  of  the  public.    I 
Apprehend  there  is  nothing  they  have,  or  have  a  right 
to  have^  which  is  not  there  for  the  public  use,  and  that  ^     '^^^ 
there  is  nothuag  there  for  private  use.    The  use  they      Railway 
make  of  the  erection  is  to  repair  and  keep  in  order     ^"^■"y* 
those  things  which  are  necessary  for  the  use  of  die  public, 
and  I  apprehend  such  is  the  common  purport  of  the 
word  ^  public,''  in  a  great  variety  of  occasions,  which 
may  easily  suggest  themselves  to  the  mind  of  any  man 
who  gives  hb  attention  to  the  subject.   Thinking,  there- 
fere,  that  neither  the  word  public  necessarily  extends  to 
ill  parts  of  this  sentence,  and  if  it  did,  that  it  does  not 
admit  of  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  De- 
fendants, I  cannot  say  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  this  Court;  and  for  that  reason, 
tod  without  going  further  into  the  matter,  I  must  over- 
niie  the  demurrer. 

Then  comes  the  question  as  to  the  injunction.  The 
Mion  is  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  using  the 
huldiogs  they  have  already  erected,  and  from  erecting 
<Aer  buildings.  Various  objections  have  been  made  to 
%  the  first  objection  b  the  same  as  that  used  on  the 
vgoment  of  the  demurrer  viz.  the  construction  of  the 
act  of  parliament  Admitting  that  the  construction  is 
open  to  some  doubt,  perhaps  to  considerable  doubt,  I 
ittve  already  expressed  my  opinion  on  this  point. 

The  next  objection  is,  that  this  gentleman  has  ac- 
qoieioed  so  long,  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  protection 
<'  the  Court.  I  cannot  help  being  surprised  at  the 
perseverance  with  which  that  argument  has  been  urged, 
lam  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  such  acquiescence  as  to 
dqwive  the  Plaintiff  of  the  protection  of  the  Court 
That  be  knew  of  what  was  going  on,  seems  to  me  to  be 
B  S  beyond 
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1842.       beyond  all  doubt.    I  think  the  knowledge  of  his  agent 
GoR^N^     ^^^^  ^  considered  as  his  knowledge;  but  at  every 
V.  period  of  the  work  from  its  very  commencementf  it  ap- 

Chbltbnham  P^^^s  to  me  perfectly  clear  he  was  objecdng  to  the  pro^ 
Bailway  ceedlngs.  The  application  he  made  to  the  directors  was 
^"°'^^*  in  the  nature  of  an  objection ;  the  conversation  he  had 
with  Mr. Brunei  was  in  the  nature  of  objection;  and  in 
fiict  it  must  be  assumed,  I  think,  that  if  there  had  been 
any  thing  which  the  Company  thought  to  be  acquiescencey 
I  should  have  heard  of  it  in  a  very  different  form  from 
that  in  which  it  is  suggested  to  me ;  I  should  have  had 
it  in  evidence.  Then  it  is  said  there  was  delay  in  filing 
the  bill.  Was  that  a  delay  which  gave  the  Defendants 
any  right,  or  deprived  the  Plaintiff  of  any  ?  He  saw 
something  going  on  which  he  objected  to,  which  he 
considered  to  be  a  violation  of  his  rights  under  the  act 
of  parliament  He  was  told  in  the  month  of  Septemba\ 
that  it  was  a  temporary  erection  only.  Would  it  then 
have  been  correct  on  his  part,  or  right  in  him  imme- 
diately to  have  commenced  litigation  on  the  subject? 
or  rather,  was  it  not  a  proof  of  his  moderation,  and 
desire  to  accommodate  the  Company,  when  he  ac- 
quiesced in  what  he  was  led  to  consider  a  mere  tem^ 
porary  violation  of  his  rights,  in  the  expectation  that  it 
would  only  last  for  a  short  time?  The  first  time,  as  far 
as  I  can  understand  from  the  evidence,  that  the  Com- 
pany claimed  a  right  under  the  act  of  parliament  to  do 
the  acts,  was  by  a  letter  on  the  30th  of  December^  and 
in  a  month  from  that  time  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill. 
I  cannot  imagine  how  it  is  supposed  that  this  is  to  be 
considered  such  an  acquiescence  as  to  deprive  him  of 
all  right  whatever,  or  to  give  the  Defendants  any  right 
they  would  not  have  had,  if  such  acquiescence  had  not 
taken  place.  They  have  not  given  evidence  to  ahew 
^hat  they  have  incurred  any  expense  on  the  ikith  of  tb^ 
Plaintiff's  acquiescence,  and  I  am  of  opiniooy  therefore^ 

that 
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tbat  tbofe  is  no  aoqaiescence  to  deprive  the  Haintiff  of       1842. 

any  rielit  to  which  he  was  entitled.  ^^"^^^"^^ 

'  '  Gordon 

V. 

The  next  point  for  consideration  does  certainly  ap*  q^J^I^^j^ 
peur  to  me  to  be  a  very  material  one,  that  is,  what      Railway 
are  the  inconveniences  to  which  the  parties  would  be     Companjm 
sobject  by  the  granting  of  an  injunction?   It  is,  to  a 
oertaio  extent,  discretionary  with  the  Court  whether 
it  will,  on  interlocutory  application,  grant  this  extra- 
ordinary remedy;  and  with  regard  to  that,  the  length 
of  time  that  has  elapsed  is  not  immaterial.    The  in- 
ooDTeniences  to  which  the  Company  may  be  subject, 
Wj  I  must  say,  looking  at  these  affidavits,  stated  in 
a  manner  which  is  extremely  unsatisfactory.     It  has 
been  argued  strenuously,    that  if  this  injunction  be 
granted,  the  consequence  will  be,  that  the  line  of  rail- 
^y  cannot  be  safely  used:— -that  the  safety  of  the 
persons  who  may  travel  on  it  will  be  endangered;  and 
^  by  stopping  the  traffic  on  other  parts  of  the  rail- 
^J9  the  public  will  be  greatly  inconvenienced.   On  this 
point  I  wish  to  state,  that  if  I  felt  satisfied  that  there 
was  that  great  inconvenience,  then  looking  on  the  other 
'^d  to  the  nature  of  the  inconvenience  suffered  by 
w.  Gordon  and  his  willingness  to  accommodate,  and 
^^  amount  of  inconvenience  on  the  other  side  so  strongly 
^%^  in  argument,  but  in  evidence  so  weakly  supported^ 
^  ^Ught  rather  to  abstain  from  granting  this  injunction 
'^Ul  this  matter  had  been  further  investigated. 

And  this  brings  me  to  the  last  point  in  this  case^ 
^^Uik  is,  whether  there  ought  to  be  any  proceeding  at 
^^a  either  before  the  injunction  is  granted,  or  directed 
^  a  condition  on  which  the  injunction  is  granted. 
^^«  Court  has  regard  to  the  circumstances  of  each 
^Mc  Sometimes  it  finds  it  most  conducive  to  the 
J^^^tioe  of  the  ease  to  grant,  the  iDJunction  at;  pnc^ 

jB  4  putting 
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184?.  putting  the  party  who  has  obtained  it  on  terms  to 
^^^"'^     bring  an  action  to  support  his  right  which  has  ap- 

V.  peared  to  a  court  of  equity  so  strong  that  it  has  acted 

Cheltenham  ^^  ^^  though,  at  the  same  time,  it  wished  to  have  it 

Railway      corroborated  by  the  decision  of  a  court  of  law ;  some« 

*'"^^*  times,  from  the  great  inconvenience,  and  at  other  times 
from  the  extreme  doubt,  it  has  considered  it  would  be 
best,  on  the  whole,  that  the  injunction  should  be  sus- 
pended till  the  right  at  law  has  been  determined*  These 
are  courses  which  the  Court  takes,  but  I  have  some  little 
doubt  whether  I  am  now  in  possession  of  all  the  evidence 
that  is  material  for  the  purpose  of  determining  this  case* 
At  any  rate  before  I  decide  that  point,  which  is  the 
only  one,  I  think  I  ought  carefully  to  read  the  cases 
decided  by  Lord  Cottenham.  I  do  not  think  that  I 
shall  be  doing  any  injury  to  the  Plaintiff  if  I  suspend 
this  for  a  few  days.  I  shall  reserve  my  judgment,  and 
give  it  on  Monday  morning*  At  the  same  time  I  think 
I  shall  not  be  doing  any  wrong  by  allowing  the  De- 
fendants to  inform  me,  much  more  accurately  than  they 
have  done,  what  would  be  the  consequences  of  stopping 
this  by  injunction* 


Feb.  21.  Tlie  Mastee  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  he  had  read  the 

affidavits,  which  shewed  that  there  were  inconveniences 
on  both  sides,  but  that  in  this,  as  in  all  other  cases  of 
injunction,  to  prevent  the  use  of  works  devoted  to  the 
public,  it  became  necessary  to  consider  on  which  side 
the  inconvenience  would  press  most,  until  the  ultimate 
determination  of  the  question  in  the  cause,  either  by 
means  of  an  action  at  law  or  by  carrying  the  case  to  the 
House  of  Lords.  That  he  had  looked  anxiously  to  find 
if  there  was  any  prospect  of  a  limit  in  time,  in  regard 
to  the  inconvenience  complained  of  by  the  Plaintifl^  bat 
he  could  find  none,  and  this  seemed  to  him  to  be  the 

strongest 
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itnoopst  point  against  the  Defendants,  and  on  the 
vbole  be  was  of  opinioo  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  an  injunction. 


By  arrangement  between  the  partiesi  the  operation 
oT  the  injnnction  was  suspended  for  a  limited  perioil, 
tbe  Defendants  undertaking  to  appeal  from  the  de« 
cbicjo. 


1842. 


Gordon 

9. 

The 

Cheltsnham 

Railway 

Company. 


^7€>n.— The  eaie  came  be-  of  law  to  be  obtained  as  to  the 

^or^    the  Lord  Chancellor^  on  construction  of  the  act  of  par- 

» in  yiimember  184S,  who  liament. 
the  opinion  of  a  court 


GRIFFITHS  V.  EVAN. 


March  19. 2S. 


^T^HE  testator  in  thb  cause»  by  his  will  dated  in  ^'  devised  to 

*-    1786,  devised  two  freehold  estates,  of  which,  sub-  fun^^^gThTfife 

y^%  to  a  mortgage,  he  was  seised,  unto  his  eldest  ofher»clfand 

^^ghter  limy  Evan^  the  wife  of  Stephen  Eoan^  to  hold  and  after  their 

^   licr,  in  terms  expressed  as  follows :  i.  e.  "  for  and  j^^®*^  i** 

^^^iDg  the  term  of  her  natural  life  and  the  life  of  her  issue  of  ^.*s 

^^laband  Siephen  Eoan^  and  from  and  after  their  several  h^,J  |hat^* 

A^oeases,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  lawful  issue  of  took  an  esute 

^  body  of  the  said  Mary  Evan  for  ever;  and  for  want      X.  devised 

of  such  issue,  I  do  hereby  emponoer  and  authorize  her  ***?:'"  ^■''» 

my  said  daughter  Mary  Evan  to  settle  and  dispose  of  of  issue  of  her 

my  said  estate,  to  such  person  or  persons  as  she  shall  ^^y  '^^  ^°^ 

think  authorized** 
her  to  settle 
and  diipofe  of  the  estate  to  such  persons  as  she  thought  fit  by  her  will,  **  confiding'* 
in  her  not  to  aBenate  or  transfer  tne  estate  from  his  **  nearest  family."  B.  appointed 
to  her  husband  for  life,  with  remainders  over.  Held  that  B.  had  a  power  of  appoinu 
ing  to  the  "  nearest  family'*  only,  that  nearest  family  must  be  construed  *  heir/*  and 
that  coDseqaeatly  the  appointment  to  the  husband  was  void* 
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1842.  think  fit,  in  and  by  one  instrument  in  writingi  bang  her 
last  will  and  testament  l^ally  executed  and  Attested  by 
three  credible  witnesses,  confiding  in  her  my  said  daugh^ 
ter,  that  she  will  not,  by  the  said  instrument,  alienate  or 
transfer  my  said  estate  from  my  nearest  family  ;  subject 
nevertheless,  and  I  do  hereby  charge  my  said  estate  to 
the  payment  of  the  mortgage  already  contracted  and 
entered  on  by  one  David  WilUamT* 

The  testator  then  charged  the  estates  with  certain 
sums  for  his  three  younger  daughters,  and  proceeded  in 
the  following  terms :  —  ^'  And  I  do  further  recommend 
my  said  three  daughters,  Rachel^  Hannah^  and  Hesther^ 
to  the  tender  care  and  protection  of  my  said  daughter 
and  devisee  Mary  Evan,  fatherly  advising  her  to  make 
every  further  and  additional  provision  for  them  in  her 
power,  as  far  as  her  circumstances  will  afford,  on  account 
that  I  have  made  this  distinction,  and  preferred  her  to  a 
higher  station  in  the  enjoyment  of  my  both  real  and 
personal  estate.'' 

After  the  testator's  death  Stephen  Evan  paid  off  the 
mortgage,  and  got  a  conveyance  to  a  trustee*  ';"^^ 

Mary  Evan  made  her  will  in  1814,  and  thereby  she 
devised  the  estate  in  question,  and  all  other  her  real 
estate  to  her  husband  for  life,  with  remainder  to  David 
Evan  (his  son  by  a  former  marriage,  who  was  the  great 
nephew  of  the  testator,  being  the  grandson  of  the  tes- 
tator's sister),  to  Bold  to  him  and  his  lawful  issue  for 
ever,  &c. 

Mary  Evan  died  in  1823,  without  having  had  issue, 
and  without  having  suffered  a  recovery,  and  her  husband 
entered  into  possession. 

Stephen 
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SUpimEotm  died  in  I8S89  and  David  Eoan^  the  sole       1842. 
Deftodaot)  entered  into  pottessbn. 

lie  bill  was  filed  by  the  co-heirs  of  the  testator,  being 

die  teitator^s  younger  daughter,  and  the  children  and  a 

gnudchild  <yf  the  other  two  daughters,  who  were  dead, 

^Binst  Daoid  Evan.    It  prayed  that  the  Defendant 

'D^t  let  the  Plaintifis  into  peaceable  possession  of  the 

P^^oper^,  and  deliver  up  the  title  deeds,  and  for  an  ac- 

^^t'ont  of  the  rents,  &c.  from  the  death  of  limy  Evan^ 

^  that  what  might  be  found  due  might  be  set  off 

against  the  Defendant's  lien,  &c. 

^Si.Pembertcn  and  Mn  Jenkins^  for  the  Plaintifi. 

Ilie  gift  is  to  Maty  Evan  for  the  joint  lives  of  herself 
^^  ber  husband,  with  remainder  to  her  lawful  issue ; 
^^'i^scqnently,  under  the  rule  in  Shellet/s  case,  the  estate 
^  herself  and  that  to  her  issue  coalesced,  and  on  the 
whole  she  took  an  estate  tail  in  the  property,  and  this 
Ae  lias  never  barred.    Douglas  y.  Congreve.  (a) 

1^  power  either  enabled  her  to  appoint  to  the  tes- 
'•'^rt  '^nearest  relations''  alone,  or  the  word  **con- 
"^itig**  created  an  imperative  trust  on  her  not  to 
^ienate  or  transfer"  the  estate  from  the  testator's 
Nearest  relations."  In  the  former  case  she  has  not 
^^cuted  the  power,  and  the  property  passes,  in  default 
^  ^pointment,  to  the  testator's  heir.  In  the  latter  case 
*^^e  is  a  trust  for  the  heirs  as  "  nearest  relations,** 
^Mght  V.  Knight  (6),  for  the  word  « family,"  when 
^t^lied  to  real  estate,  means  the  heir.     Wright  v.  At-- 

Mr. 
Caf)  1  Bern.  59.  Turn,  4>  Run.  MS.,  and  O.  Coop. 

Cc)  17  Ve$.  ^SS^t  19  Fp#.S99., 
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1842.  Mr.  KindersUjf  and  Mr.  Evant^  for  the  Defenc 

contended,  that  the  estate  devised  to  the  issue,  anc 
estate  pur  autre  vie^  did  not  coalesce.  **  Assise 
Lodington,  que  si  home  done  terre  al  A.  B.  pur  ti 
dauter  vjre,  le  remaynder  al  heires  de  son  corps 
gendres,  oncore  ii  nad  que  a  terme  dauter  vye,  dt 
le  vye  cesty  que  vye,  tamen  dicitur  quod  non  est  lex' 
and  that  Mary  Evan  had,  therefore,  an  estate  for 
own  and  her  husband's  life,  and  a  power  of  devisir 
her  husband  for  life. 

Secondly,  that  the  power  limited  to*  her,  ws 
<^  dispose  "  of  the  estate  ^'  to  such  person  as  she  sh 
think  fit,"  which  was  a  general  power,  and  that  she 
executed  it  by  her  will,  in  favour  of  her  husband 
the  Defendant 

Thirdly,  that  the  expression  ^^  nearest  family" 
dered  the  trust,  if  any,  void  for  uncertainty,  Ik 
Joinville  {b),  Harland  v.  Trigg  {c)i  that  the  w 
<^  empower  and  authorize  "  were  not  sufficient  to  ci 
a  trust,  and  being  authorized  to  ^^  settle "  the  es 
she  had  the  power  of  giving  a  life  estate  to  her  husb 

They  also  cited  Feani^s  Cont.  Rem.  341.  845. 
1  Bop.  Husb.  4-  W.  10.  357. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  Mary  Evan 
an  estate  tail,  with  a  power  of  appointing  to  the 
tator's  ^^  nearest  relations,"  which  expression  wai 
this  case,  equivalent  to  heir.  That  the  appointi 
was  in  equity  void,  and  that  the  PlaintiflTs  were  then 
entitled  as  from  the  death  of  Mary  Evan.    An  inq 

(fl)  Brookt?$Abr.E4iatety^96.         (c)  1  Bro. C.  C.  142. 
ib)  3  EaU^  17S. 
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was  directed  of  what  was  due  on  the  mortgage,  on  1842. 
acooont  of  the  principal  and  interest,  and  on  the  other 
lumd,  tbe  nsoal  account  of  the  rents  as  against  a  mort- 
gagee in  possession  was  ordered ;  and  upon  payment 
of  the  balance,  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  was  directed 
to  be  made.    No  costs  were  given  on  either  side* 


GLENGALL  v.  BARNARD.  March  qs. 

T'HIS  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  pgrt  of  a  resi- 

of  Mr.  MettisA.    It  appeared  that,  on  the  marriage  «l"«y  «tate, 

o<  one  of  bis  daughters,  be  had  settled  considerable  for  life,  with 

property,  and  had  given  a  life  estate  therein  to  the  hus-  heHMSVJL 

'^.(a)     The  husband  had  parted  with  his  whole  lire  listed  of  life 

interest  by  charging  annuities  thereon.  Sw  on  the 

\  lives  for  se- 


The  testator  bought  up  the  annuities,  and  kept  up  principal  i 


mo- 


policies  on  the  husband's  life,  whereby  the  principal  r^^*.*  "'^''^ 
money  was  secured.     The  annuities  and  policies  formed  it  for  the 
part  of  the  testator's  estate,  which  he  had  by  his  will  J^?£''ri''" 

^ed  on  his  daughters  and  on  their  issue  in  remainder.  Trained  from 

ordering  a 
sale,  but  di- 
The  trustees,  under  the  circumstances,  were  of  opinion  j'ccted  the  po- 

^  it  would  be  more  beneficial  to  all  parties  to  retain  kept  up,  so  as 
^  annuities  and  keep  up  the  policies,  than  to  sell  and  ^rind^if  Ind 
^^^  the  produce.  that  the  iur- 

plus  annuities 
^  should  be  paid 

^•Pembetion  admitted,  that  the  strict  rule  would  to  the  tenant 

"^  to  sell  the  annuities  and  policies,  and  after  in- 

vestbg  the  produce,  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the  tenants 

for 

(*)  1  Keen,  769.,  where  the  estate  for  life  to  the  husband  teemi 
"»iUcd;icep.77l. 
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)842. 


Glengall 

V. 
BERNARD. 


for  life,  but  argued  that,  as  those  securities  would  realise 
much  less  than  would  be  ultimately  secured  by  the 
policies,  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  both  of  the  tenants 
for  life  and  those  in  remainder,  that  they  should  be 
retained,  and  that  the  amount  of  the  annuities,  after 
payment  of  the  premiums,  should  be  paid  to  the  tenants 
for  life. 


The  will,  he  said,  contained  a  discretionary  clause, 
enabling  the  trustees  to  sell  as  they  deemed  advisable. 

Mr.  KindersUy^  Mr.  Bacon^  Mr,  Teed^  and  Mr.  Koe^ 
for  difierent  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, he  thought  the  arrangement  beneficial,  care 
being  taken  to  keep  up  the  policies,  and  that  the  decree 
must  be  prefaced  with  a  declaration,  that  this  course 
appeared  to  the  Court  beneficial  for  all  parties. 


March  24. 


ROBINSON  V.  WOOD. 


An  estate  was 
devised  to  A^ 
subject  to  a 
charge  of 
5000/.  payable 
to  the  exe- 
cutors.   In  a 
suit  to  which 


THIS  was  a  petition  under  the  Trustee  Act,  IW.^. 
C.60. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  these:— The  testator  in 
this  cause  devised  an  estate  to  Thomas  fVoodj  subject 


j4.  was  a  party,  and  chargeable  with  the  payment  of  5000/.  to  the 
sold,  and  all  executors  of  his  wHl.  On  the  9th  of  June  1840,  an 
proper  parties  order 

were  ordered 

to  join  in  the  conveyance.  A,,  refuiiag  to  execute  the  deed,  was  declared  a  trustee 
for  the  purchaser,  under  the  1  W,  4.  c.  60.^  and  another  person  was  directed  to 
convey  in  his  stead. 

The  petition  for  the  above  purpose  ws*  presented  by  a  Defendant  in  his  character 
of  purcnaser,  the  Court  refused  to  give  costs. 
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Robinson 


order  was  made  that  the  estate  should  be  sold  with  the        1842. 
ipprobatbn  of  die  Master,  wherein  all  proper  parties 
were  to  join  as  the  Master  should  direct     Pursuant  to  «. 

the  order,  the  estate  was  sold  to  Richard  Wood.  He  ^^®®* 
vas  reported  such  purchaser  by  the  Master,  the  re- 
port was  confirmed,  Richard  Wood  paid  his  purchase- 
money  into  court;  it  was  thereupon  ordered  that  all 
proper  parties  should  join  in  the  conveyance.  The 
Master  settled  the  draft  of  the  conveyance,  and  the 
cogrossment  was  tendered  to  Thomas  Woody  a  Defendant 
to  the  suit,  for  his  execution,  but  he  would  not  execute  it. 
He  happened  to  be  in  custody  on  another  matter. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  by  Richard  Wood,  under 

"^  1  fT.  4.  c  60.,  the  eighth  section  of  which  provides, 

^  etfect,  that  where  a  trustee  neglects  or  refuses  to 

^vey  the  trust  estate,  twenty-eight  days  after  tender 

^^  a  proper  conveyance,  the  Court  of  Chancery  may 

™ect  any  other  person  to  convey  for  him. 

iThe  petition  prayed  that  Thomas  Wood  might  be  de- 
"^^^  a  trustee  for  the  petitioner  within  the  act,  and 
^'^^t  a  proper  person  might  be  appointed  to  convey  the 
^^te  to  the  petitioner,  and  execute  the  engrossment 
approved  of  by  the  Master,  and  that  the  Bespondept, 
^^^omas  Woodf  might  pay  the  costs  of  the  petition. 

^Ar»  PemberUm  and  Mr.  Faber,  in  support  of  the 
Potion,  contended,  that  the  case  came  within  the  act 
They  cited   Warbwrton  v.  Vaughan  (a),  Prendergast  v. 

That  even  if  the  Respondent  had  an  interest  in  the 
^^^  still  the  fifteenth  sectiop  relieved  the  case  from 

any 

(a)  4  r.  *  Col.  247.  {b)  1  LK^  Go.  II. 


Wood. 
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1842.       any  diflBcuIty  on  that  ground.    They  asked  for  the  costs 
Bo^V^     of  the  petition  rendered  necessary  by  the  Respondent's 
tr.  refusal  to  perform  an  act  already  ordered  by  the  Coart» 

and  cited  Manners  v.  CharlemoriA  (a)   and  Jones  y. 
Lewis,  {b) 

Thomas  Woodj  in  person,  opposed  the  prayer  of  the 
petition. 

The  MASTZRjofthe  Rolls. 

There  are  two  modes  of  proceeding  which  may  be 
adopted  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  one  is  to  charge  the 
party  with  contempt  of  Court,  and  if  after  the  ex- 
piration of  two  months  he  still  refuses  or  neglects, 
in  that  case  one  act  of  parliament  provides  the  means 
whereby  the  purchaser  may  obtain  the  estate  for  which 
he  has  paid  the  purchase-money,  (c)  This  applica- 
tion is  not,  however,  made  in  that  way,  by  charging 
the  party  with  contempt,  but  it  is  made,  under  the  other 
act  of  the  1^4.  c.  60.,  by  the  purchaser,  who  is  a  co- 
Defendant.  He  says,  ^*  I  have  purchased  and  paid  the 
purchase-money ;  the  legal  estate  is  in  Thomas  Wbodf  my 
co-Defendant.  The  estate  is  mine,  and  therefore  he  is 
to  be  considered  a  trustee  for  me.**  The  question  to 
be  'considered,  which  is  one  of  some  importance,  is 
whether  he  is  such  a  trustee ;  and  if  so,  then  if  the  cir- 
cumstances are  such,  that  the  party  who  has  the  means 
of  obtaining  a  conveyance  in  another  mode  should  be 
allowed  to  adopt  this. 

I  think  that  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  this  order, 
not  only  on  the  authority  of  the  cases  cited,  but  because 

it 

(a)  JemnieU'i  SugdenU  Acts,  (c)  U  G.  4.  8c  I  1V.4.  e.56. 
156.  note  a.  #.  15.  rule  15. 

{6)  1  CoXf  199. 
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it  is  the  more  lenient  course  to  pursue  against  the  per-        ]  842. 

ton  called  on  to  do  the  act     In  this  case  Thomas  Wood     ^^"^^^^^^ 
•     •  1  t  ....,.,.  Robinson 

2s  m  custody  on  other  matters ;  but  if  he  had  been  at  «. 

liberty,  the  course  proposed  would  give  a  right  to  the  Wood. 
petitioner  without  subjecting  the  other  party  to  any  im- 
prisonment. I  am  rather  anxious  to  give  this  con- 
fix vaction  to  the  act  of  parliament  to  prevent  that  severity ; 
#c>»  if  the  Respondent  were  free,  and  the  Petitioner  fol- 
lo'wed  the  other  remedy,  the  first  thing  would  be  to 
bx^ing  him  mto  custody,  and  keep  him  there  two  months 
more  before  any  thing  could  be  done.  This,  therefore, 
is  a  more  lenient  course ;  and  I  am  not  sorry  to  find 
tliat  in  adopting  it  I  have  the  sanction  of  the  authority 

of  another  Court. 

I  think  that  the  Respondent  is  not  to  pay  the  costs. 
1^  Petitioner  comes  here  in  the  character  of  pur- 
Aascr. 


LUCENA  V.  LUCENA.  ApHlse. 

^TNE  testator  gave  a  sum  of  24,000/.  to  trustees  for  The  tettator 

his  widow  for  life,  with  power  to  her  of  appointing  ^JqwcJ  of  a^ 

12,0001,  part  thereof,  amongst  his  children,   by  will  pointmcnt 

"tterted  by  two  witnesses,  and  in  default  of  appoint-  chifdren  over 

oent  to  fall  into  the  residue.      He  gave  the  residue  ?  fund,  which, 

between  his  children,  but  as  tojiis  daughters,  for  their  appointment, 

separate  use  for  life,  with  remamder  to  their  children.       ^^  &^^  *^ 
'^  ^  tween  them, 

but  the  sharea 
The  wklow,  by  a  will  which  was  not  attested,  ap-  °obe"f?/S*eif 
pointed  the  12,000/.  between  her  sons  and  daughters  separate  use 
equally;  and  the  question  was,  whether  this  Court  would  r^ilinder  to 

aid  the  defective  execution.  ^^  children. 

xir^    The  widow, 
^^*  by  a  will  not 

executed  with  the  formalides  required  by  the  power,  gave  the  fund  to  the  chiUren 

equally.    The  Court  supplied  the  formalities. 

Vol.  V.  S 
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184^. 


Mr*  G«  Turner  and  Mr.  Bloxam  argued  that  t 
was  no  case  in  which  this  Court  would  aid  the  defe 
execution  of  a  power  in  favour  of  children,  where 
right  would  not  be  wholly  defeated  by  the  non-execi 
of  the  power ;  and  here  the  children  would  take  ii 
fieiult  of  appointment,  with  the  advantage  that  the  A 
of  the  daughters  would  be  for  their  separate  use. 


Mr.  Kinderdey  and-  Mr.  CoOins  contended  that 
Court  would  supply  the  defective  execution  of  the  p 
in  favour  of  the  children. 

Mr.  Titmey^  Mr.  Tajflor^  and  Mr.  Freding^  in 

same  interest. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  fonn 
was  to  be  supplied,  and  that  the  daughters  took  i 
lute  interests  in  their  shares. 


FLEMING  V.  SNOOK. 

TN  October  1835  the  Plaintiff  granted  to  the 
fendants  a  lease  of  a  farm  for  ten  years,  which 
tained  a  covenant,  ^<  that  the  said  lessees  should  not, 
would  sow  any  of  the  lands  thereby  demised  with  fi 
more  than  once  in  four  years,  nor  with  more  than 
crops  of  any  kind  of  grain  whatsoever  during  the  x 
period  of  four  years,  and  should  and  would,  in  all  < 
respects,  cultivate  and  manage  the  lands  thereby 
mised  according  to  the  known  and  established  rule 
good  husbandry.''' 


Mmfio. 

Injunction  to 
restrain  the      . 
breach  of  a 
fanning  cove- 
ifant 

Covenant  in 
a  farming 
lease  not  to 
sow  with  more 
than  two 
grain  crops 
during  four 
years.  Held  to 
apply  to  any 
four  years  of 
the  term  how- 
ever taken, 
f)nd  not  to 
each  tucceffive  four  years  from  the  commencement. 
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Tbe  Flaibdffy  on  the  all^ation  that  the  Defendants 

bad  TMated  their  <!OTenant,  and  that  they  were  about 

to  Gommk  a  farther  violation,  filed  this  bill,  and  ob-^ 

tained  an  ex  parte  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants^ 

in  terms,  from  acting  contrary  to  the  covenant     The 

sooccstfvie  erops  taken  from  one  field  (which  are  given 

ms  an  example)  were  as  follows :  — 

1886,  Vetches. 

1887,  Wheat. 

1888,  Turnips. 

1889,  Barley. 
1840,  Clover. 

'   1841,  Wheat. 
1842,  Intended  for  Barley. 

It  18  unnecessary  to  state  the  others  further  than  that 
^e  Covenant  had  been  clearly  violated  as  to  pkrt,  and 
^ot  as  to  another  portion. 

#  • 

^  It  was  now  moved,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  to 
dissolve  the  injunction  as  to  part  only  of  the  property. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Selvyn^  in  support  of  the 

^^^^^on,  contended  that,  according  to  the  true  constroc-* 

^n  of  the  covenant,  a  succession  of  periods  of  four 

years  each  were  to  be  taken,  commencing  with  the  first 

y^ar  of  the  lease,  and  that  all  that  was  forbidden  by  the 

^^enant  was,  the  taking  two  grain  crops  or  more  than 

^*^  wheat  crop  in  any  of  such  periods  of  four  years ;  so 

^^  b   the  example   above  given,  barley  might  be 

^wed  on  that  field  in  1842  without  any  infraction  of  the 

ooverumt 

They  also  argued  that  this  was  not  like  the  cases  of  sow- 
%  a  ddeterious  crop,  as  mustard-seed  (a),  or  of  effect- 
ing 
(a)  PraU  v.  Brett,  2  MwJL  62. 
S  2 


B51 


1842. 


Fleming 
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1842.       ing  a  permanent  irreparable  injury^  as  by  ploughing  up 
meadow  land  (a),  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  therefore 
"v]       '   an  ample  remedy  at  law,  and  ought  not  to  come  into 
^^^»-       equity. 

Mr.  Pewberimy  contri.  The  Defendants  have  ac- 
quiesced in  the  greater  portion'of  the  injunction.  The 
true  construction  of  this  covenant  is,  that  the  Defend- 
ants are  not  to  have  two  grain  crops  in  any  successive 
four  years,  however  taken.  If  the  Defendants  sow 
barley,  then,  in  the  four  years  commencing  in  18S9  they 
will  have  one  wheat  and  two  barley  crops,  which  is 
contrary  to  what  was  the  intention  of  the  covenant. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  appears  to  me  that  by  this  covenant  the  tenants 
are  restrained  from  having  more  than  two  grain  crqps 
in  any  four  years  of  the  term.  As  to  a  part  of  one 
field,  it  appears  there  is  no  violation  of  the  covenant; 
and  as  to  that  the  injunction  must  be  dissolved,  so  as  to 
allow  them  to  proceed  to  sow  barley. 

(a)  Lord  Greyde  WilUm  v.  Saxofh  6  Fes.  106.;  Drurj^y.  MoUiUt 
6  Vet.  528. 
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1842. 

PINKUS  t^  PETERS.  jf^  ^^^ 

HTBIS  was  a  demurrer  to  a  sapplemental  bUI,  for  A  suit  was  in- 
^  want  ofequityaod  for  want  of  parties.  iS^^twSof 

exchange  de- 
Thcoriginal  bill  was  filed  against  Peters,  CarroU,  and  ISjiZi  of 
Biarinirger,  and  alleged  that  the  Plaintiff  had  accepted  fraud,  and  to 
two  bills  of  exchange  without  consideration,  and  for  the  action  at  law 
accominodation  of  Peters;  that  Peters  had  fraudulently  ^"*n>«°ced 
indorsed  them  to  CarroUy  without  consideration,  in  order  Pending  the 
to  compel  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  them ;  that  Peters  and  Jjff  J^^e^"" 
OoToO,  knowing  that  no  action  could  be  sustained  by  action  re- 
Aein,  indorsed  the  bills  to  Hambt4rgerj  who  paid  no  obtoined*pay. 
consideration  for  them ;  and   "  that  they  were  put  into  ™^^  Held, 
liis  hands  merely  as  the  trustee  and  agent  of  the  said  that  the  Plain- 
Defendants  Peters  and  Carroll,  or  one  of  them,  and  ^|,°  ^^^^ 
^  Hamburger  was  to  account  to  them,  or  one  of  them,  suoplemental 
for  what  he  should  receive  on  the  said  bills.** .  SL'fiS?   • 

and  praying 
The  bill  stated  that  an  action  had  been  brought  an?^^^?^ 
'g^st  the  Plaintiff  on  his  acceptances,  in  the  name  "j^y*   ^^^  it 
^Hamburger;  and  it  prayed  that  the  bills  might  be  de-  in  the  original 
Jivered  up  to  be  cancelled :  that  Peters  might  indemnify  ^^"'jn^?^** 
^^  Plaintiff,  in  case  he  should  be  compelled  to  pay  the  supplemental 
"ills,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  proceedings  at  piaj,JtS*3t 
**W,  law  was  a 

trustee  for  A. 
B.  (a  Defend- 
The  Plaintiff  afterwards  filed   a  supplemental  bill  apttotheori- 

*8*inst  Hamburger  and  Peters  (omitting  Carroll),  there-  for  another 
^  stating  the  filing  the  original  bill  against  the  above-  2^j°^"°^ 
^ed  parties,  and  thereby  **  stating,  among  other  things,  A.  B.  was'a 

«"°dry  J^^the 
"Weoentalbill^  and  that  notwithstanding  the  52d  General  Order  oxAngutl  IZ4U 
SS 
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1849*  sundry  circumstances,  by  means  whereof  Peters  an< 
CarroUj  or  one  of  them,  had  fraudulently  obtainei 
from  the  Plaintiff  two  bills  of  exchange  therem  pai 
ticularly  described;  and  that  Hamburger  had  becom 
possessed  of  the  said  bills,  or  one  of  them,  with  cog 
nizance  of  the  fraud  which  had  been  committed  upo 
the  Plaintiff;  and  praying  that  the  said  defendants  migi 
be  decreed  to  deliver  up,  and  that  Peters  might  fa 
decreed  to  indemnify  the  Plaintiff  against  the  same^  i 
the  event  of  the  same  not  being  delivered  up»  or  th 
Plaintiff  being  compelled  to  pay  the  same  to  any  bon 
Jide  holder,  and  for  an  injunction;  and  tliat  all  th 
said  Defendants,  being  served  with  process^  appeare 
to  the  said  bill ;  and  the  Defendants  Carroll  and  Ham 
burger  put  in  their  answers  thereto,  wherefrom  it  ap 
peared  that  Hamburger  ^b&  the  holder  of  one  of  th 
said  bills  of  exchange,  so  fraudulently  obtained  froc 
the  Plaintiff,  whereupon  he  was  then  suing  the  Plain 
tiff  at  law,  and  that  the  Defendant  Peters  had  not  ps 
in  his  answer.  That  not  being  able  to  obtain  an 
answer  to  the  bill  from  Peters^  and  having  taken  ste[! 
to  enforce  the  same,  considerable  delay  occurred  befbr 
the  Plaintiff  could  apply  to  this  Honourable  Court  fc 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  said  action  so  commence 
by  Hamburger ;  and  that  when  the  Plaintiff  did  appl 
for  the  said  injunction,  the  same  was  refused  by  th 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  principally  because  of  such  dela 
having  occurred.  That  having  failed  in  obtaining  th 
injunction  prayed  for  by  his  said  bill,  upon  the  statf 
ments  in  the  said  answers  contained,  the  said  Defenc 
ant  Hamburger  proceeded  with  his  action  against  th 
Plaintifl^  on  the  said  bill  of  exchange  so  in  his  pos 
session  as  aforesaid,  and  recovered  a  verdict  against  th 
Plaintiff  therein,  on  the  28th  of  May  184*1,  for  the  sui 
of  88/.  105.,  and  52L  \9s.  costs,  which  said  sums,  amount 
ihg  together  to  the  sum  of  141/.  9^^  were,  on  the  15th  < 

Jut. 
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JhnelHU  pud  to  Messrs.  Becie  and  Nawer,  as  th« 
tttDroies  tow  Hambwrger^  fay  or  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff. 
Thtt'OD  the  ooeasioD  of  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of 
lill  df •  the  Plaintiff  caused  a  notice  in  writing,  to  be 
grai  fay  his  sdidtors  to  Messrs.  Becke  and  Fkmer  (the 
loicilin  of  HM3iiBrgitr\ .  not  to  pay  or  part  with  any 
piitioo  of  the  said  sum  of  1412. 91.'' 

Tbe.  bitt  charged  that  communications  had  taken 
[iliee  between  the  Defendants,  in  which  they  had  ad-^ 
mitted  the  matters  aforesaid  to  be  true,  &c;  and  it 
pnjfed,  that  Hamburger  might  be  decreed  to  repay  to 
tke  Elaintiff:  the .  damages  and  costs,  so  recovered  by 
lum  in  the  said  action  as  aforesaid,  and  the  costs  and 
eqienses  of  the  Plaintiff  in  such  action ;  and  that  Peters 
■^  be  decredd  fuUy  to  indemnify  the  Plaintiff  against 
dw  iiDie^  in  case  Hamburger  should  not  be  able,  or 
dmild  not  be  held  liable,  to  refund  the  same,  and  all 
(BufMf  diaiges,  and  expenses,  incurred  or  to  be  incurred 
kteneqoenoe  or  on  account  of  the  said  two  bills  of 


To  this  bill  the  Defendant  Hamburger  filed  a  general 
immnt  for  want  of  equity  and  also  for  want  of  parties 
0B  the  ground  that  Carroll  was  a  necessary  party  to  the 
■BRieiiental  bill. 

Mr.  George  Turner  and  Mr.  FreeUngj  in  support  of 
Ae  demurrer. 

Ilib  supplemental  bill  is  quite  unnecessary,  and  the 
lUntiflP  'might,,  upoh  the  original  bill,  have  obtained 
^wfade  velief  prayed  by  this  new  bill;  at  all  events 
i>^  might  have  had  it  by  a  petition  in  the  cause.  In 
(f^Omnor  ▼•  Spa^ht  {fl)i  **  a  preliminary  objection  was 

made, 
{,%y\Sdi^tLef.906. 
*  54 
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184^.  made,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  that  as  tbepos-^ 
session  had  been  changed  pending  the  suit,  by  the 
execution  of  the  habere,''  (on  a  judgment  subsequent  to 
filing  the  bill,)  ^*  and  it  was  no  part  of  the  prayer  of  the 
original  bill  to  have  the  possession  restored,  the  Plaintiff 
ought  to  have  filed  a  supplemental  bill  to  put  that 
matter  in  issue,  and  pray  that  specific  relief.  But  Lord 
Bedesdale  said  that  it  was  not  the  practice  in  England 
to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  where  there  was  a  mere 
change  of  possession  upon  an  injunction  being  dissolved, 
where  there  were  no  accompanying  circumstances,  and 
where  the  only  purpose  of  the  bill  would  be  to  state 
that  fiict,  because  it  was  a  fact  within  the  view  of  the 
Court." 

In  Massey  v.  Davies{a)  a  bill  was  filed  to  restraui 
an  action  at  law.  When  the  answers  came  in,  the  injunc- 
tion  was  dissolved,  and  the  money  was  paid  under  the 
judgment;  one  objection  was,  that  a  supplemental  bill 
was  necessary  to  charge  the  fact  that  the  injunction  had 
been  dissolved,  and  the  money  paid  under  the  action* 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  however  said,  this  **  objection  is 
very  important  in  point  of  precedent  It  is  insisted  that, 
whatever  the  right  of  the  Plaintiffs  was,  they  could  not 
obtain  it  upon  this  bill,  originally  an  injunction  bill, 
without  a  supplemental  bill  charging  a  fact,  that  has 
made,  it  is  said,  a  material  alteration  since  the  bill  was 
filed.  It  struck  me  that,  if  this  is  the  case,  there  must 
always  be  a  supplemental  bill  in  every  case  where  a  bill 
is  filed  to  prevent  the  payment  of  money  at  law,  and  the 
injunction  is  dissolved,  and  the  money  paid.  It  oc- 
curred to  me  that  the  practice  was  not  so.  If,  upon  the 
face  of  the  bill,  the  equity  is  merely  this,  that  the  De* 
fendant  as  agent  shall  not  have  profit  out  of  a  transao* 

tion 
(a)  8  Fet.iun.5l9. 
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tion  between  himself  as  agent  and  his  employer  as  1842. 
principal^  in  a  particular  concern,  though  the  Plaintiflb 
CBimot  succeed  in  an  action,  yet  the  equity  remains* 
Therefore,  there  is  no  reason  to  say,  that  because  the 
Defendants  have  recovered  at  law  that,  which  upon  the 
fooe  of  the  bill,  they  or  one  of  them  at  least  is  not 
entitled  to  retain,  a  supplemental  bill  is  necessary.  It 
is  a  relief  that  arises  out  of  the  very  relief  prayed  by  the 
bill.  The  Plaintifis  prayed  more  than  they  could  have; 
they  prayed  an  injunction  to  prevent  the  payment  of 
the  money.  Therefore^  there  is  an  end  of  the  objec- 
tions of  form.'' 

Secondly,  this  bill  is  defective  for  want  of  parties. 
Hamburger  is  a  trustee  for  Carroll  and  Peters^  and  Cur- 
rtJl^  therefore,  ought  to  have  been  made  a  party  to  the 
supplemental  bilL 

[^Tke  Mabtek  of  the  Rolls.  That  &ct  does  not  ap- 
pear on  the  supplemental  bilL  Can  I  go  out  of  that 
bill  upon  the  argument  of  a  demurrer?] 

Yes;  not  only  must  the  Court  have  r^^ard  to  the  ori- 
ginal bill,  but  even  to  the  answer  thereto.  In  Milner  v. 
Xxfrd  Harewood{a)  which  was  a  case  of  demurrer  to  a 
supplemental  bill,  Lord  EMon  says,  ^*  upon  the  form  of 
the  supplemental  bill,  and  the  nature  of  the  reference 
to  the  answer  to  the  original  bill,  I  must  look  at  the  ori- 
ginal bill  and  the  answer."  So  in  Ellice  v.  Goodson  (6), 
upon  a  demurrer  to  an  amended  bill.  Lord  Cotienham 
held  that  the  Court  was  entitled  to  look  to  the  whole 
record,  viz.  the  original  bill  and  the  answer  thereto* 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Glasse,  in  support  of  the  bill. 

The 
(a)  17  Vet.  149.  (5)  5  Myk  ^  Or.  653. 
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1843.  The  Plaintiff  is  right  in  bringing  before  the  Coart,  by 

isnpplemental  bill,  facts  which  have  taken  place  since 
.the  institution  of  the  original  suit ;  Redesdak  {a\  such  as 
the  recovery  of  the  amount  by  Hamburger,  and  the  sub- 
sequent conversations  between  the  parties,  otherwise 
these  fiu^ts  would  not  be  put  in  issue,  and  evidence  coold 
not  be  entered  into  to  prove  them.  This  could  not  be 
done  by  petition.  In  Usbome  v.  Baker  (b)  a  supple* 
mental  bill  of  discovery  was  held,  on  demurrer,  to  be 
good,  it  inquiring  as  to  material  facts  which  occurred 
subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  original  bilL  In  The 
Marquis  of  Waterford  v.  Knight  {c\  a  Plaintiff  filed  a 
bill  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  for  an  account  of  tithes, 
and  for  discovery  and  relief.  The  Defendant,  bein^  an 
infant,  put  in  his  answer  by  his  guardian.  The  answer 
set  up  an  immemorial  pajrment  in  lieu  of  tithes,  but  did 
not  make  the  required  discovery.  When  the  Defendant 
came  of  age  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  supplemental  bill  agunst 
him,  alleging  the  existence  of  new  facts,  and  praying  for 
xliscovery  and  relief.  It.  was  held  that  such  a  bill  could 
be  supported* 

The  SSnd  order  oi  August  1841  {d)  relieves  the  Plaintiff 
/rom  the  necessity  of  making  Carroll  a  party,  especially 
as  no  relief  is  sought  against  him. 

Mr.  Turnery  in  reply. 

Unless  there  is  a  substantial  change  in  the  rights  of 
the  parties,  no  supplemental  bill  is  necessary,  and  the 
Plaintiff  would  be  entitled  under  the  prayer  for  general 
relief,  to  what  he  seeks. 

The 

'      {d)'  p.  75.  (4th  cd.)  (c)  5  C/.  4-  Fin.  «70. 

^     -(d)  2  Mad.  379.  \d)  Ord.  Can.  174. 
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IWcqnveMitioDs  between  the  parties  are  not  8tB.uA       1842* 
k>  bii?e  HkeH  place  since  the  filing  of  the  original  bill.  . 


TheHABnoBSLofihe  Rolls. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plainti£P  to  have  a  bill  of 
tcbange^elivered  up,  which  he  says  he  is  not  bound  to 
paij,  and  for  an  injunction  in  the  meantime^  and  for 
fiurtker  relie£    The  injunction  was  refused,  and  it  is 
stalled  in  the  present  bill  that  in  consequence  the  action 
pi^Dceeded}  that  judgment  was  recovered,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  paid  the  principal  money  and  the  costs  of 
the  action ;  and  it  alleges  that  there  have  been  various 
Communications  and  correspondence  between  the  parties* 
Tie  PlaintiiC  by  the  present  bill,  now  prays,  in  sub- 
^teoi^  that  he  may  have  the  amount  of  the  money  and 
ocavts  .which  he  had  been  compelled  to  pay,  paid  back 
tc»  Urn.   To  this  bill  a  general  demurrer  is  put  in.    This 
^i^utoorrer  has  been  argued  in  the  only  way  in  which,  on 
t^c  authorities,  it  could  be  argued,  viz.  that  such  a  bill 
^^8  annecfissary ;  and  it  is  inferred  that  if  it  was  not 
^^^^oessary  it  ought  not  to  have  been  filed  at  all,  and 
^l^at  a  general  demurrer  will  hold.     I  do  not  see  the 
*^Tce  of  the  inference.     A  new  fact  is  introduced,  and 
^«w  circumstances  are  stated  to  have  taken  place,  in  con- 
^^<quence  of  which  the  Plaintiff  cannot  have  the  relief  spe- 
^i£cally  prayed  by  the  original  bill ;  but  he  is,  neverthe- 
^^^  entitled  to  relief  adapted  to  the  circumstances  which 
^«ve  since  taken  place.     Instead  of  asking  the  delivery 
^p  of  the  bill,  he  now  asks  for  repayment  of  the  money 
^nd  costs.     If  the  original  bill  went  to  a  hearing,  the 
^^urt  could  not  grant  that  relief  without  introduction, 
^ti  some  way,  of  the  new  facts  which  have  taken  place. 
Xt  is  said,  those  facts  must  not  be  introduced  by  sup- 
plemental bill,  as  they  might  be  brought  forward  by 
n  petition,  and  a£Sdavits  in  support  of  it,  or  by  admis- 
sions 
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1842.  ^  sions  between  the  parties;  and  if  the  parties  refused  to 
make  the  admissions  (which  is  very  probable  in  sach  a 
case  as  this),  then  that  the  Court  would  refer  it  to  the 
Master  to  inquire  into  the  circumstances.  Something 
would  have  to  be  done  at  the  hearing;  and  if  the  Court 
could  plainly  see  the  new  facts,  I  have  no  doubt  that 
relief,  adapted  to  the  new  circumstances,  would  be 
granted.  It  may  be  admitted  that  a  supplemental  bill 
would  not  be  necessary  in  a  case  where,  the  equity  r^ 
maining  the  same,  the  Court  could  properly  take  cog- 
nizance of  facts  whereby  relief  not  differing  in  prin- 
ciple, but  different  in  form  from  the  relief  in  the  original 
bill  might  be  granted. 

But  the  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  has  not  a 
right  to  anticipate  all  the  difficulties,  by  filing  a  supple- 
mental bill  to  bring  these  new  circumstances  before  the 
Court  in  a  formal  manner.  I  think  he  has  a  right  to 
bring  forward  these  circumstances  in  the  way  he  has 
done.  If  it  should  turn  out  to  be  an  unnecessary  pro- 
ceeding, means  will  be  found  of  making  him  answer  for 
the  costs  he  has  uselessly  created.  This,  as  a  general 
demurrer,  cannot  therefore  be  sustained. 

On  the  question  of  parties,  I  think  that  the  alle- 
gations in  the  bill,  that  Hamburger  is  a  trustee  forGzrroff 
and  Peters^  make  Carroll  a  necessary  party.  I  must, 
therefore,  allow  the  demurrer,  as  to  parties,  with  liberty 
to  amend  by  adding  parties. 

Demurrer  allowed  for  want  of  parties. 
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SIDEBOTHAM  v.  BARRINGTON.  Juf^  s. 

'l^HIS  case  is  reported  ante,  (a)    The  Master  having  The  owner  of 
foondy  on  the  reference,  that,  with  the  concurrence  ^^  benefit  of 

of  the  assiimee  under  the  insolvency,  the  vendors  could  ^^^  Insolvent 
,  ®      .  Act,  and  after- 

inake  a  good  title,  this  cause  came  on  for  further  direc-  wards  became 

tions.     The  principal  question  discussed  was  as  to  the  xh?a««^neet 
costs  of  the  suit     The  circumstances  as  to  this  point  in  bankruptcy, 

are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  judgment.  rounu!Jlting°'' 

with  the  as- 

Mr.  Pemherton  and  Mr.  Teed^  for  the  Plaintiff.  insolvency,  in 

whom  the 
estate  was 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  RomiUyf  for  the  Defendant     vested,  sold  it. 

Pending  a 

f^,  suit  instituted 

^tmnsendy.  Champemcnme  {p\  and  SugderCs  Vendors^  by  the  vendors 

c*^  10.  s.  2.,  were  cited.  ^^1»  ^^^ 

'  performance, 

the  assignees 
The  Mastbe  cf  the  Rolls.  of  insolvency 

^  affirmed  the 

The  Plaintiff  m  his  bUl  alleged  that  the  Defendant  ^p^^"^. 
"^  accepted  hb  title,  and  insisted  that  he  was  bound  ance  was  de- 
^o  take  the  title,  such  as  it  was.     The  claim  turned  out  ^  vendor 
^  he  unfounded:  it  appeared  that  the  Defendant  had  filed  a  bill  for 
Hot  accepted  the  title,  and  that  he  had  a  right  to  have  it  fonmance,  al- 
mvcstigated.    The  Defendant  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  jg^^^dSSt^^ 
^  no  title,  because  the  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was  al-  had  accepted 
together  invalid.    That  defence  has  turned  out  to  be  Srf2£Lt^ 
Qofounded.  sisted  it  on 

A  reference  t^^t^, 
{a)  s  Bean.  5S4.,  4  Beav.  1 10.  ruptcy  under 

(h)  3  r.  *  Col.  605.;  and  see  Scoonet  ▼.  Morreil,  1  Beav.  251.       ^*>ich  the 

Plaintiff 
claimed  was  invalid.     Neither  allegation  turned  out  correct,  and  though  a  good 
title  was  first  shewn  in  the  Master's  office^  the  decree  was  made  without  costs. 
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1842.  A  reference  as  to  the  title  was  made,  when  it  ap- 

J^*^^^"*"'^  peared  that  the  PiaintiflF  could  not  make  a  (rood  title 

SiDEBOTHAM  '^ ,  i  .  /.  .  i 

V.  without  the  concurrence  of  the  assignee  of  the  insoi- 


BAaSINOTON. 


vency,  and  the  Master  accordii^ly  reported  against  the 
title.  On  the  discussion  of  the  exceptions  taken  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  the  report^  it  was  found  that  such  concur* 
rence  was  wanting,  and  the  exceptions  were  therefore 
overruled.  It  being  alleged  that  the  concurrence  of 
the  assignee  of  the  insolvency  was  the  only  thing  want- 
ing to  make  a  good  title,  and  that  the  assignee  would 
join,  leave  was  given  to  present  a  petition  to  have  a 
reference  back  to  the  Master.  On  that  reference  thct 
Master  has  found,  that  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
assignee  of  the  insolvency,  a  good  title  can  be  made^ 
and  the  cause  now  comes  on  for  further  directions. 

As  to  the  costs  of  the  suit;  if  the  Plaintiff  in  this  bill 
had  proceeded  on  this  allegation :  ^^  I  have  entered  into 
a  contract,  and  am  ready  to  perform  it,  and  you  refuse," 
and  the  Defendant  had  answered,  *^  I  admit  the  con- 
tract and  am  willing  to  perform  it,  but  you  cannot  inake 
a  good  title  without  the  concurrence  of  the  assignee  of 
the  insolvency,  which  you  refuse  to  obtain;''  if  that  had 
been  the  only  question  in  litigation,  and  a  good  title, 
2.  e.  in  the  base  supposed,  the  concurrence  of  the  as-. 
signee,  had  been  6rst  shewn  in  the  Master's  office,  then 
the  Plaintiff  would  have  had  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
suit  That  is  the  general  rule,  but  it  is  not  a  rule 
applicable  to  every  case  whatever;  it  is  subject  to  a 
variety  of  modifications  arising  out  of  the  particular 
circumstances  of  each  case. 

Here  both  parties  made  erroneous  allegations,  the 
Plaintiff  alleged  that  the  Defendant  had  accepted  the. 
title  ;  the  Defendant  that  a  good  title  could  not  be  made 

because 
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because  ^fiat  was  invalid.    The  real  question  never  1848. 

occurred  to  either  party  until  a  very  late  period  in  the  Jj^"X^^ 

cause.    I  think,  under  the  circumstmices»  I  caqnot  give  v. 

costs  to  either  side.    There  must  be  a  decree  for  specific  ^^w^^ow . 
performance  without  costs. 

The  Plaintiff  however  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  petition* 


HILTON  V.  Lord  GRANVILLE.  Jy»i^9. 

N  application  being  made  for  an  injunction!  the  Leave  was 

motion  was  ordered  to  stand  over,  and  liberty  was  f^udntiff in^ 

S^^en  to  the  Plamtiff   WiUiam  Hilton^  to  brinff  such  ^^  to 

-  I       itii        <t.i/\  bnnganaction 

fli^cstiOQ  at  law  as  he  should  be  advised,  (a)  at  law.    After 

the  action  had 
been  com- 
The  Flamtiff  accordingly  brought  an  action  of  tres^  menced  the 

p«W8  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  but  the  PUintiff  Hf^^^' 

^ied  before  plea.    John  Hilton,  the  son  and  heir  of  viyedthe    ^ 

^^illiam  HiUon,  afterwards  revived  the  suit,  and  applied  tained  leave, 

to  this  Court  for  liberty  to  prosecute  the  order  of  June  on  a  motion 

ISM,  either  by  continuing  the  action  brought  in  the  opposed,  to 

*Jame  of  his  &ther,  or  by  commencing  a  new  action.         wtion^^lir 

Defendant  ap- 

The  application,  not  being  opposed  by  the  Defend-  £ourt^atihe 

ant,  was  granted,  and  John  proceeded  to  prosecute  the  new  PlaindfT 

action  commenced  by  his  &ther.  omtyfor^the 

costs  of  the 
action.    The 
Application  was  made  to  a  Judge  of  the  Queen's  Court  con- 
Bench  for  time  to  plead,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  Sf^-^*^'' 
give  security  for  costs.    The  Judge  gave  time  to  pleads  diction  so  to 
but  thought  that  the  application  as  to  costs  ought  to  be  J|[s^d^  *4e 

made  here.  prosecution  of 

rp.      the  action 
1  ne  until  security 

(a)  4  Bean.  I  so^  and  O^  4-  PA.  S8S.  SJnT* 
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The  Defendant  now  moved,  that  the  Plaintiff  might 
give  security  for  the  costs  of  the  action  according  to 
the  practice  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  and,  in  the  mean  time, 
that  the  proceedings  might  be  stayed  in  the  action. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  for  the  Defendant,  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

According  to  the  rules  of  the  common  law  courts, 
where  a  Plaintiff  is  domiciled  abroad,  or  is  a  nominal 
Plaintiff,  he  must  give  security  for  costs;  WordstooriKs 
New  Rules  J  p.  104.  Here  John  Hilton  is  a  mere  no- 
minal Plaintiff,  and  would  have  been  ordered  to  give 
security  for  costs,  if  the  judge  at  common  law  had  not 
considered  that  the  action  was  under  the  control  and 
direction  of  this  Court  It  would  be  unreasonable  to 
allow  him  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  action  brought  in 
the  name  of  his  father,  without,  at  the  same  time,  mak« 
ing  him  liable  to  the  costs  of  it,  in  case  of  his  fidling 
in  it 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Hardy ^  contra. 

Where  a  party  takes  any  proceeding  in  a  cause  he 
loses  his  right  to  security  for  costs,  even  if  taken  under 
mistake.  Dyott  v.  DyotU  (a)  Here,  by  the  application 
for  time  to  plead,  the  Defendant  lost  his  right  to  security 
for  costs,  if  he  ever  had  any. 

This  Court  gave  the  Plaintiff  liberty  to  bring  the 
action  merely  in  order  that  he  might  not  thereby  pre- 
judice his  proceedings  here ;  but  it  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  make  an  order  as  to  the  costs  of  an  action  at  law. 
If  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  it  must  be  exercised  at 
the  hearing,  when  the  whole  cause  will  be  disposed  oC 

Again, 

(a)  1  Mai.  187. 
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^gMOy  the  application  for  security  for  costs  ought  to 
baye  been  made  when  the  Plaintiff  moved  for  leave  to 
prosecute  the  order,  and  not  at  a  subsequent  period. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

IVhen  the  facts  are  simply  stated  no  reasonable 
doubt  can  be  entertained  as  to  what  ought  to  be  done 
in  this  case.  This  bill  was  filed  by  WiUiam  Hilton 
&S^u^t  Lord  Granville^  to  restrain  him  from  work- 
i^s  certain  mines.  A  motion  was  made  for  an  in- 
jai:iction,  which  was  neither  granted  nor  refused,  but 
vas  directed  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  for  the  Plaintiff 
to  bring  an  action  to  try  the  question  of  right,  which, 
>s  far  as  I  recollect  it,  involved  a  point  of  considerable 
diflSculty  and  importance. 

Winiam  Hilton  accordingly  commenced  an  action, 
^hich  was  pending  at  his  death.     After  his  death,  John 
^iltoUf  the  present  Plaintiff,  filed  his  bill  of  revivor  in 
this  Court,  and  the  suit  being  revived  on  the  22d  of 
4j^>ril  1842,  he  asked  leave  either  to  continue  the  action 
brought  in  the  name  of  William  HiUon  or  to  commence 
A  Hew  one.     Notice  of  that  application  was  given,  and 
^^  intimation  was  made  on  the  part  of  Lord  Granville^ 
th At  he  did  not  intend  to  oppose  it ;  leave  was  there- 
upon given  to  proceed  in  either  of  the  two  forms.     It 
^^^1^  never  imagined  by  the  Court,  or  by  any  body  else, 
tl^at  the  action  would  be  exempt  from  the  ordinary  in- 
dents of  an  action  at  law;  one  of  which  incidents 
^iog,  that  where  an  action  is  brought  in  the  name  of  a 
dead  person,  security  must  be  given  for  costs.     Is  a 
pQrty  to  have  the  benefit  of  these  proceedings  free  from 
tbe  risk  of  costs  ?    Is  it  not  highly  important  that  the 
Defendant  should  have  some  security  for  the  costs  which 
may  be  awarded,  and  that  there  should  be  some  person 
against  whom  he  may  proceed  to  recover  them,  if  the 
Vou  V.  T  occasion 


1842. 


Hilton 

V. 

Lord 
Granyillb. 
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1842. 


Hilton 

V. 

Lord 
Gran  y  ILLS. 


occasion  arises,  and  if  there  is  no  such  person,  then 
that  he  should  have  the  next  substitute,  viz.  a  security  ? 

It  is  said,  that  the  Defendant  ought  to  have  seen  thai 
the  order  made  on  the  former  application  was  such  as 
not  to  exonerate  the  present  Plaintiff  from  the  costs  o: 
the  action.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  the  natural 
or  necessary  consequence  of  the  order,  that  John  HiUom 
should  be  exonerated  from  the  payment  of  all  costs,  i 
he  chose  to  proceed  in  a  form  in  which  the  Defendam 
would  have  no  means  of  obtaining  costs  except  b^ 
having  security.  I  think  the  Defendant,  having  no  in: 
tention  to  oppose  the  motion,  was  perfecdy  right  in  na 
appearing  upon  it  and  creating  a  difficulty. 

The  next  objection  is  that  the  Judge  at  common  la  - 
has  given  the  Defendant  time  to  plead.  It  may  pos 
sibly  be,  that  at  law  the  Defendant's  right  to  have  securifl 
for  costs  is  lost  by  applying  for  time  to  plead.  BcJ 
how  was  it  here? — application  was  made  both  for  Uxm 
to  plead  and  for  security  for  costs.  The  Judge  gave  tm 
opinion  that  (having  regard  to  the  form  of  this  actiors 
and  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  brought)  tb 
Defendant  was  not  entitled  to  security  for  costs,  but  hK 
conceived  that  he  was  precluded  from  considering  tix 
question,  in  consequence  of  the  action  being  prosecutes 
under  the  leave  of  this  Court;  and,  for  any  thing  I  kno^ 
to  the  contrary  on  the  present  occasion,  he  would  ba^ 
ordered  security  for  costs  to  be  given  if  he  had  n^ 
entertained  that  opinion.  The  Defendant  then  comm 
here,  and  informs  me,  that  the  action  is  being  prosecutes 
in  a  manner  highly  disadvantageous  to  him;  for  tfcc 
action  being  in  a  form  in  which,  according  to  the  ordinary 
rules,  the  Defendant  would  be  entitled  to  security  fc: 
costs,  he  has  been  unable  to  obtain  such  security,  becau^ 
the  Judge  at  common  law  imagined,  that  as  the  order  gi^ 

ini 
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iog  leave  to  proceed  at  law  was  made  here,  he  ought  not 

to  enter  into  that  question*   Is  it  right  or  equitable  that  I 

^iionld  permit  the  Plaintiff  to  prosecute  this  action  in  a 

^nanuer  so  unjust?   I  can  only  act  on  the  order  I  made ; 

^wid  if  the  Plaintiff  prosecutes  the  action  it  will  be  under 

&fae  continuation  of  the  leave  given  him  here  to  do  so. 

XJnder  the  circumstance  I  am  not  disposed  to  continue 

^^cit  leave;  and  if  the  motion  before  me  had  been  to 

<3lscharge  that  order  I  would  have  done  it,  in  order 

"^^at  the  parties  might  proceed  on  just  terms. 

I  have  no  authority  to  make  an  order  as  to  the  Plain- 
^i£P's  giving  security  for  costs  in  the  Queen's  Bench  {a); 
but  I  have  authority,  upon  this  motion,  to  stay  the  pro- 
^^eedings  on  the  former  order,  until  I  can  see  that  it  will 
be  prosecuted  in  a  more  just  and  equitable  manner.  If 
"^lie  Plaintiff  wishes  to  proceed  on  the  order  he  must 
^^lien  make  an  application  for  leave,  which  can  only  be 
CS^'iuited  on  proper  terms. 


Sy  arrangement,  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  give  security 
^^^  this  Court  for  the  costs  of  the  action. 

(a)  See  Detprez  v.  MUcheil^  5  Mad.  87. 
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June  94.  GAREY  V.  WHITTINGHAM. 


A  testator  A    TESTATOR  gave  the  residue  of  his  real  ar 

fiduw-y'estote  ^^  personal  estate  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  ar 

to  his  wife  for  he  directed  the  whole  to  be  converted  at  her  dec 

life,  and  then  ,,..,,.  ,  i     «  i 

to  be  divided  and  divided   into   three  equal  shares  and  proportio 

into  three  amongst  the  several  parties  after  named,  that  is  to 

shares,  and  he  ®  ^  ' 

gave  one  third  —one-third  part  or  share   thereof  unto  the  child 

SildreH  of*  children  of  his  brother  Thomas  Baker  which  should 

his  brother  living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  his  said  wife, 

at'the'death  ^qual  shares  and  proportions,    and  if  but  one  ch 

of  his  wife,  living,  then  the  whole  to  that  one,  to  and  fof  his,  h« 
one  third  to  ,  «^'  ,      ,  ^     '  ,  ,  ,       - 

his  niece  F.  and  their  own  absolute  use  and  disposal;  and  heal 

remafntne  one  8*^®  ^"^  bequeathed  another  third  part  or  share  thei 

third  to  his  unto  Fanny  Garetf^    described   as  Frances  Garey  t^— ^^^^ 

nfecet^rA  daughter  of  his  brother  Aaron  Baker^  to  and  for  k^^  ^ 

and5. -B.;  absolute  use  and  disposal;  and  he  likewise  irave  a-  ^»3d 

and  in  case  .  °  ^^_^    f 

such,  any,  or  bequeathed  the  remaining  third  part  or  share  ther^^^*^ 

SuTdliiS''"'  ^^  TAomas  Bake?-  and  Sarah  Baker,  therein  described  ^ 

having  left  a  the  son  and  daughter  of  his  brother  John  Baker,  ^° 

children  sur-  ^^"^^  shares    and    proportions,   to    and    for  his,  h     ^^""^ 

viving  them,  and  their  own  absolute  use  and  disposal ;  and  in  c^^^^^ 

that  the  ex-  such,  any,  or  either  of  them  should  die,  having  left  a  ch  ^^  -•" 

pectant's shore  or  children  survivinir,    then   he  declared  that  the  ^^-^-^ 
should  go  be-  ,  ®  .  .  ^    .^=»d 

tween  his  or  pedant's  share  should  go  to   and   be  equally  divi»  '^^ 

r'^^^'^chn"-  ^®^^'®^"  ^"^  amongst  his  or  her  child  or  children,  ^" 

dren,  all  died  equal  shares  and  proportions,  if  more  than  one,  anf- 

of  the  widow  ^  but  one  child  living,  then  the  whole  to  that  one;  a^^^ 

but  some  left  M^ 

children. 

Held,  that  the  latter  were  entitled  to  the  first  mentioned  one  third. 

Husband  and  wife,  entitled  in  the  wife's  right  to  a  share  of  residue,  were  WrM^^ 
apart,  and  they  defended  separately.    Held,  entitled  to  only  one  set  of  costs.  - 

A  party  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  residue  became  bankrupt.    Held,  that  he  mO^ 
his  assignees  were  entitled  to  one  set  of  costs  between  thtm. 
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io   fiulare  of  issue,  then  to  be  divided  between  and        1842. 
AtnoDgst  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  bis  said  nephews 
And  Dieces  as  aforesaid,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions. 

llamas  Baker^  the  brother  of  the  testator,  had  ten 
children,  all  of  whom  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tator's widow,  and  three  only  of  them  left  children. 

The  testator's  widow  died  in  1840 ;  and  the  question 
^^nras,  whether  the  children  of  the  children  of  Thomas 
Saker  were  entitled  to  the  first-mentioned  one  third  of 
tbe  residue. 

Mr.  Kinderdejf  and  Mr.  Spurrier  contended  that  die 
one  third  had  lapsed^  in  consequence  of  there  being  no 
ohild  of  Tlkomas  Baker  living  at  the  decease  of  the 
"Widow.  That  the  latter  clause  ^^and  in  case  such,  any, 
or  either  Sec.**  was  not  applicable  to  the  shares  of  the 
children  of  Thomas  Bakery  who  had  not  expectant^  but 
xnere  contingent  shares.  That  these  words  referred  to 
the  last  antecedent,  and  were  applicable  only  to  the 
shares  of  Thomas  and  Sarah  Baker.  They  cited 
C^ristcpherson  v.  Ntylor  (a),  Tawney  v.  Ward  (i),  Ward 
V.  Ward,  (c) 

2f  r.  Webster  and  Mr.  Greene^  for  parties  in  the  same 
interest. 

Mr.  James  Campbell  and  Mr.  Addis.    The  children  of 
the  children  of  Thomas  Baker  are  entitled  to  one  third 
of  the  residue.     The  words  •'  if  any  Sec."  form  part  of 
the  whole  sentence,  and  can  only  be  satisfied  by  apply- 
ing them  to  the  children  of  Thomas  Baker.    The  share 

was 

[•)  I  Mer.  SSa  (c)  5  Met.  706. 

[h)  1  Bcav.  563. 
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was  not  the  less  an  expectancy  because  it  was  co 
tingent;  and  the  Court  will  struggle  to  avoid  an  ■ 
testacy.     They  cited  Giles  v.  Giles,  {a) 

Mr.  Kinderdey^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  there  was  certaii- 
great  uncertainty  and  obscurity  in  the  terms  of  U 
will,  and  that  there  had  been  evidently  some  woir 
omitted;  that  he  thought  that^  in  ordinary  languag 
persons  whose  interests  were  contingent  were  equal 
expectants  with  those  who  had  vested  interests :  and  m 
the  whole  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  grandchildren 
Thomas  Baker  were  entitled  to  the  one  third  intend* 
for  their  parents  if  they  had  survived  the  widow. 


Mr.  and  Mrs.  Copeland,  the  latter  of  whom  was  ec 
titled  to  a  share  of  the  residue,  were  living  apart,  an 
appeared  separately. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  they  were  ec 
titled  to  one  set  of  costs  only. 

His  Lordship  applied  the  same  rule  to  WilUap 
Garey^  one  of  the  residuary  legatees,  and  his  assignees 
who  were  made  parties  to  the  suit,  and  appears 
separately. 

(a)  8  Sim.  360. 
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AGABEG  V.  HARTWELL.  J^  «8. 

^T^HIS  case  again  came  before  the  Court  upon  pe-  By  the  decree 

-^    titton  under  the  following  circumstances :  all  parties 

were  ordered 
to  be  taxed  as 
On  the  6th  o(  August  18S2,  upon  petition  for  payment  between  so- 

of  a  sum  out  of  Court,  an  order  was  made  by  the  Vice-  ^^g^^J  ^"upon 

Chancellor,  inter  alia,  to  tax  all  parties  their  costs  of  a  rehearing 

uid  relating  to  the  suit  as  between  solicitor  and  clients     ^^g  affirmed. 

and  the  de- 
posit was 
On  the  15th  of  Februartf  1833,  by  the  decree  of  the  ordered  to  be 

Vice-Chancellor,  an  order  was  made,  inter  alia,  to  tax  J^\hh^^;^^^ 

all  parties  their  costs  of  this  suit,  subsequent  to  the  last  said  as  to 

^Axation  thereof,  as  between  solicitor  and  client.  subsequeiu 

order  the 
costs  of  all 
On  the  22d  of  May  1834,  upon  a  rehearing  before  parties  were 

the  Lord  Chancellor,  the  decree  was  affirmed.    The  de-  ^"^^^^/^  ^^  ^ 
'  taxed,  as 

posit  was  ordered  to  be  returned,  but  nothing  was  said  between  so- 

■*^«>sts.  client,  from 

the  last  tax- 
On  the  12th  of  JMoy  1835  an  order  to  tax  all  parties  ^h^^  ^his  did ' 

their  costs,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  of  and  re-  °°'  include 

1  .  ...  ,1  .        n  ^®  ^^^^  o^ 

wng  to  these  suits,  subject  to  the  last  taxation  of  costs,  the  rehearing. 

wss  made  by  the  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  rehiVngfa?! 

not  carried  by 
On  the  12th  of  December  1837  an  appeal  was  heard,  Mcoste  of  suit 

^i  a  decree  made  by  the  House  of  Lords,  whereby  m  between 
1  "^  solicitor  and 

^c  decrees  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  and  Lord  Chancellor  client,"  but 

^«re  reversed,  and  the  case  was  referred  back  to  the  ^^be  sXiatly 

Coort  of  Chancery.  mentioned  in 

the  order  for 
taxation. 
On  the  28  th  of  April  1840  an  order  was  made  by  the  Semble.   The 

^rt  Chancellor,  altering  the  orders,  and  proceedings  pKes  to  the 
T  4t  in  costs  of  ap. 

peals,  and  ez« 
ceptioni. 
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in  conrormity  to  the  order  of  the  House  of  Lords ;  but 
no  variation  was  made  in  the  order  for  the  taxation  of 


The  question  was,  whether  the  decree  of  the  12th  of 
May  18S5  entided  the  parties  to  their  costs  of  the  re* 
hearing  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  May  18S4. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  F.  H.  Gcidsmid^  in  support  of 
the  petition. 

Mr.  Pemherton  and  Mr.  Bbmt^  contri. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  should  inquire 
of  the  sworn  clerks  what  was  the  understood  practice 
in  such  cases. 


The  sworn  clerks  returned  the  following  certificate  :-— 

"  Six  Clerks'  Office,  June^Sthy  184.2. 

*^  We,  the  undersigned  Clerks  in  Court,  beg  leave  to 
state  that  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Lord  Chancellor's 
order  of  the  22d  of  May  1834*,  giving  back  the  deposit  to 
the  petitioner,  is  a  disposal  of  the  question  of  costs  of  the 
rehearing ;  and  that  the  order  of  the  12th  May  1835, 
though  it  gives  all  parties  their  costs,  as  between  solicitor 
and  client,  of  and  relating  to  these  suits,  subsequent  to 
the  last  taxation,  would  not  authorise  the  Master  to  in- 
clude the  costs  of  the  rehearing,  because  it  would  be 
giving  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  by  whom 
the  order  of  12th  May  1835  was  made,  the  effect  of 
giving  costs  which  the  Lord  Chancellor,  by  his  order  of 
22d  May  1834,  had  refused  to  give. 


It 
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^  It  16  a  general  rule  that  costs  of  appeals^  rehearingS)        1842« 
and  exceptions  are  not  carried  by  the  words  *  Costs  of 
suit  as  between  solicitor  and  client,'  but  require  to  be 
spedally  mentioned  in  the  order  for  taxation. 

'^  Eickard  Mills. 
^^Jokn  fVaifuwrigit 
"  James  JTiomas  Home!* 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  afler  referring  to  the  cer-      jum  ss* 
tificate^  decided  in  conformity  therewith. 


WILLIAMS  V.  KNIPR  Jime  25.27. 

'TMTILLIAM  WILLIAMS,  by  his  will,  dated  the  A  testator  be- 

^^    19th  of  October  1822,  directed  his  trustees  to  SmS^to" 

pay  to  the  Plaintiff  an  annuity  of  30/.  during  his  life,  ««»« >«> «« 
I  1  •!         <*i*  «•  1  the  legatee,  if 

and  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate,  subject  to  the  trusts  requirdb 

of  his  will,  to  the  Defendant  JViUiam  Williams.    And  in  •houldnot 

..,.,,      execute  a  re- 
order to  setde  any  dispute  or  question  which  might,  by  lease.    A  re- 

any  possibility,  arise,  he  desired  that,  if  thereunto  re-  d^J^yjJhj^h" 

quired,  the  Plaintiff  should  give  to  the  trustees  and  exe-  A.  refused  to 

cutors  any  release  or  other  discharge,  in  respect  of  any  ^^g  \^^{ 

thing  done  by  the  testator  under  the  will  of  his  de-  ^^"^  ^^^ 

ceased  brother  Thomas  of  and  from  all  claims  and  de-  knew  the  con- 

mands  whatsoever  which   the  Phuntiff  had,  or  could  !?°j®^^if , 

deed,  or  that 

or  might  have,  against  the  testator,  bis  executors  or  any  ezplana- 

administrators,  SfeX him, 
and  it  appeared  to  have  contained  an  inaccurate  recital.  Held,  that  there  was  no 
forfeiture. 

The  fact  that  the  Plaintiff  had  filed  a  bill  in  this  Court  being  relied  on  by  the 
Defendant  as  having  worked  a  forfeiture  of  his  interest :  Held,  that  the  mere  pro- 
duction of  the  ofSce  copy  was  not  sufficient  evidence,  there  beinp  no  proof  of 
identiQr;  and,  seoondly,  that  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled  to  ao  inquiiy  on  the 
point. 
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administrators,  under  the  same.  And  be  declared  and 
directed  that  the  annuity,  by  the  will  bequeathed  to  the 
Plaintiff,  should  be  contingent  thereon ;  and  in  case  of 
his  refusal  so  to  do,  or  in  case  of  his  making  any  claim 
under  the  same,  that  the  annuity  should  cease  and  de- 
termine to  all  intents  and  purposes. 

There  was  no  time  limited  within  which  the  release 
was  to  be  given,  and  no  specific  gift  over. 

The  testator  was  stated  to  have  died  oil  the  12th  of 
February  1828.  The  annuity  was  to  commence  and  be 
computed  from  the  end  of  twelve  calendar  months  after 
his  death,  that  is,  in  February  1829 ;  and  in  the  course 
of  the  year  1829  the  executors  paid  to  the  Plaintiff 
three  quarters  of  a  year's  annuity.  The  payments  then 
ceased,  and  in  August  1841  the  Plaintiff  filed  the  present 
bill  for  relief;  and  in  the  bill  he  alleged  that  he  had 
never  been  called  upon  to  give  any  release  or  other 
discharge  against  any  thing  done  under  the  will  of  the 
testator's  deceased  brother  T^amaSf  or  of,  from,  or  against 
any  claims  or  demands  whatsoever  which  the  Plaintiff 
might  have  against  the  testator,  his  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, under  the  same ;  and  he  stated  himself  to 
be  ready  and  willing  to  execute  a  proper  release. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  stated  several  ob- 
jections to  the  Plaintiff's  demands,  and,  amongst  others^ 
that  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  to  establish  against  the 
testator's  estate  those  claims  and  demands,  which,  by 
thtK  condition  stated  in  the  will,  he.  ought  to  have  re^ 
leased.  They  also  stated  that,  in  February  1830,  the  De- 
fendants caused  a  proper  deed  of  release  to  be  tendered 
to  the  Plaintiff  for  his  execution,  and  that  he  refused  to 
execute  the  same.  The  only  evidence  on  the  subject  was, 
that  the  witness  required  the  Plaintiff  to  execute  a  deed 

which 
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which  he  produced  to  him,  and  which  he  now  produced,  1842. 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  then  refused  to  execute  the  same. 
The  deed  itself  purported  to  bear  date  the  13th  of  jR?6- 
ruary  1830.  It  recited  that  die  testator  died  on  the 
12th  of  February  1828,  and  that  the  several  annuities  had 
been  duly  paid  according  to  the  directions  of  the  will. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  L.  Bmselly  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. 

yiT.Kinderslnfi  for  the  Defendants,  contended  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  forfeited  his  right  to  the  annuity,  first,  by 
filing  his  bill  against  the  testator's  executors,  and,  se- 
condly, by  his  refusal  to  execute  a  proper  release.  Ver- 
nan  v.  BeiheU.  {a) 

He  proposed  to  give  in  evidence  an  office  copy  of  the 
bill  alleged  to  have  been  filed  against  the  testator's 
representatives ;  but  there  was  no  evidence  to  identify 
the  Plaintiff  in  that  case  with  the  Plaintiff  in  the  present 


Mr.  Pemberton  objected  to  this  evidence,  as  there  was 
DO  proof  of  identity. 

Mr.  Kinderdey.  The  Defendants  are,  at  all  events,^ 
entitled  to  an  inquiry  as  to  that  &ct 

Mr.  Pemberton.  Where  a  fact  is  the  foundation  of  a 
decree  or  defence,  and  the  party  by  his  own  neglect 
fails  in  proving  it,  the  Court  never  grants  an  inquiry. 
The  late  Lord  Chancellor  acted  on  that  principle  in 
Marten  v.  Whichelo.  (6) 


The 


Alls 
PS. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Defendants  have  not  proved  enongh.    They  ba^ 
shewn  that  a  bill  was  filed  in  this  Court  by  a  person 
the  name  of  WiUiams.    The  office  copy  shews  this;  Y^, 
it  does  not  prove  that  the  Plaintiff  filed  the  bill  or  b, 
incurred  the  forfeiture.    I  do  not  think  the  Defendant . 
entitled  to  an  inquiry. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  release  was  ever  sub- 
mitted for  the  Plaintiff's  perusal  before  he  was  called 
upon  to  execute  it.  He  was  not  compellable  to  execute  it 
without  having  an  opportunity  of  investigating  it.  It 
recites  too  that  the  annuity  had  been  duly  paid)  which 
was  not  the  fact,  as  on  the  12th  of  Fdnruary  ISSO,  the 
day  before  the  date  of  the  deed,  a  further  quarterns  an- 
nuity became  due. 

The  Master  qfthe  Rolls  said  he  would  look  at  the 
papers  in  order  to  satisfy  himself  whether  the  Plaintiff 
had  refused  to  execute  a  proper  release. 


►*^ 


June  27.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Defendants  have  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  actually 
filed  a  bill  to  establish,  against  the  testator's  estate,  those 

claims  and  demands  which,  by  the  condition  stated  in  ^^^ 

the  will,  he  ought  to  have  released.     I  think  that  the  ^^ 

fact  of  this  claim,  though  probably  true,  is  not  established  -K^ 
by  evidence. 

I  reserved  for  consideration  the  part  of  the  defence  ^^^e 

which  stated  the  tender  of  the  release,  and  the  refusal  of  3c3)f 

the  Plaintiff  to  execute  it.    The  Defendants  have  not  ad-  —  -B- 

duced  any  evidence  to  shew  that  the  Plaintiff  knew  the  ^me 

contents  of  the  deed  which  he  refused  to  execute,  or  -s^^r 

that  ^.et 
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that  any  explanation  of  it  was  offered  to  him*    If  the        184S. 
facts  were  as  stated,  tliat  is,  if  the  testator  died  on  the 
12th  of  February  1828,  then,  on  the  ISth  of  February 
1830,  four  quarters  of  the  annuity  had  become  due,  and 
bad  been  paid,  if  all  the  annuities  had  been,  as  recited, 
duly  paid  according  to  the  directions  of  the  will :  but  in 
the  pleadings  of  this  cause  it  is  admitted  that  only  three 
quarters  of  the  annuity  had  been  paid ;  and  consequently 
the  Plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  one  quar- 
ter's payment  which  accrued  due  before  his  refusal.     I 
can  well  suppose  that  the  pajrment  of  the  fourth  quarter 
was  withheld  only  because  the  Plaintiff  refused  to  exe- 
cute the  deed ;  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  that,  and  no 
proof  of  the  truth  of  the  recital. 

*B    It  is  very  much  to  be  regretted  that  the  facts  of  this 
Cftse  have  been  so  imperfectly  established :  but  having 
<^ODsidered  the  provisions  of  the  will,  and  the  fact  which 
^  proved,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  now  competent  to 
the  Plaintiff  to  execute  a  proper  release,  so  as  to  entitle 
himself  to  the  annuity.     I  must  refer  it  to  the  Master 
to  settle  a  proper  release,  to  be  executed  according  to 
the  testator's  will,  and  order  the  Plaintiff  to  execute 
such  deed  in  a  month  after  the  Master  shall  have  ap- 
proved thereof.   And  if  the  Plaintiff  shall  not  execute  the 
^^tne  within  such  time,  let  the  bill  be  dismissed  with 
*^ts  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff;  but  if  the  Plaintiff 
'uall  so  execute  the  same,  let  the  Master  take  an  account 
<>f  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  and 
order  the  Defendant  William  Williams  to  pay  the  same, 
^d  also  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  all  sums  of  money  here- 
^r  to  become  due  in  respect  of  the  annuity ;  and  if  the 
Plaintiff  shall  execute  such  deed  within  such  time  as 
aforesaid,  no  costs  on  either  side. 


NoTt.  —  The  decision  was  appealed  from,  but  vras  afterwards, 
II 1  un  iofonned,  compromised, . 
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March  15. 17.       ARMITAGE  and  MILTON  v.  BALD^K 


A  creditor 
sued  his  prin- 
cipal debtor, 
and  recovered 
a  judgment 
against  him  ^ 
and  the  bail  in 
the  action. 
The  surety 
thereupon 
'*  paid  and  sa- 
tisfied" to  the 
creditor  the 
amount  of  the 
judgments, 
&&,  and  took 
an  assiffument 
thereof.  Held, 
that  the  judg- 
ment was  dis- 
charged, and 
that  the 
surety  could 
not  recover 
on  the  judg- 
ment aeainst 
the  bail. 


T 


HIS  case  came  before  the  Court  on  gene 
murrer. 


According  to  the  statements  in  the  bill.  Ha 
the  year  1829,  borrowed  a  sum  of  money  £rom  A 
which  was  secured  by  a  bill  of  exchange,  in 
Milton  joined  as  surety.  The  bill  not  having  be 
Artnitage,  in  18S0,  commenced  an  action  against 
for  the  recovery  thereof.  Hamer  was  arreste 
thereupon  Rigbye  became  his  bail,  and  entered  i 
usual  recognizance.  Judgment  was  recovered 
HameTj  who  neither  surrendered  in  discharge  of 
nor  paid  the  debt,  whereupon  judgment  was,  ii 
entered  up  by  Armitage  against  Rigbye  the  bail. 

In  18S4  Armitage  ultimately  insisted  on  Milti 
ing  the  amount,  and  as  was  stated  in  the  bill,  he 
ingly  "  duly  paid  and  satisfied  to  Armitage  t 
amount  of  the  said  judgment,  with  interest,  and  f 
incurred  by  him  in  relation  thereto ;  and  by  a  de 
bearing  date  the  23d  day  of  April  1834',  Armita 
assigned  and  transferred  unto  Milton  the  twc 
ments  for  the  sum  of  688Z.  105.,  and  also  all 
profit,  and  advantage  whatsoever  that  might  th 
be  obtained  by  reason  of  the  same." 

The  bill  alleged,  "  that  under  the  circumstance 
said  the  Plaintiff  Milton  became  absolutely  entil 
equity,  to  the  benefit  of  the  said  judgments,  but  tl 
still  remained  vested  at  law  in  the  Plaintiff  Armi 
trustee  for  the  Plaintiff  Milton.^*  It  also  stated 
1841  a  writ  of  scire  facias  was  issued  by  Armitage 
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Bigbye  upon  the  judgment.    The  writ  was  delivered  to 
the  sheriff,  who  returned  that  Rigbye  had  nothing  in  his  . 
bailiwick  whereby  he  could  give  him  notice,  nor  was  ' 
the  said  Bigbye  found  within  the  same ;  and  afterwards, 
in  December  1841,  Armitagej  by  leave  of  the  Court,  duly 
signed  and  entered  up  final  judgment  against  Bigbye 
upon  the  said  writ  of  scire  facias. 

Tlie  judgment  was  registered  and  an  elegit  issued. 
The  bill  charged,  that  in  Easter  term  18S6  Bigbye  ob« 
tained  a  rule  in  his  Majesty's  Court  of  King^s  Bench, 
calling  on  the  YlaintiS  Joseph  Armitage  to  shew  cause 
why  the  said  judgment  should  not  be  set  aside ;  and 
cause  was  afterwards  shewn  accordingly  by  the  said 
Plaintiff;  and,  after  argument,  the  said  rule  was  dis- 
charged by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  with  costs  {a) ; 
^<id  it  stated  that  various  other  proceedings  had  been 
taken,  by  or  on  behalf  of  Bigbye^  to  defeat  the  Plaintiff's 
^aid  judgment. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  Armitage  and  Milton  seeking 
to  establish,  by  virtue  of  the  judgment  (6),  a  charge  on 
^e  estate  of  Bigbye^  the  bail,  and  which  he  had  vested 
**^  trustees. 

Xlie  Defendants  demurred  for  want  of  equity  and 
^ant  of  parties. 

iMr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior^  in  support  of  the 
demurrer. 

The  Plaintiffs'  bill  proceeds  on  two  grounds,  first  on 
^e    rights  of  the  Plaintififs  under  the  statute  of  1  & 

2  Ftc/., 

(«)  See  the  caie  laS  A.^  E,         (6)  1  &  S  rwt.  e.  110.  #.  13. 

16. 


i 
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1842. 


Armitaob 

V. 

Baldwin. 


2  Fid.  c.  1 10.  s.  IS.,  and,  secondly,  on  their  general  rights 
as  judgment  creditors ;  but  the  whole  equity  in  reali^ 
depends  on  Armitage  being  a  trustee  for  MiUon  of  a  valid 
subsisting  judgment.     The  creditor  hariug  obtained  a 
judgment  against  the  principal  debtor  and  his  bail,  the 
bail  then  became,  equally  with  Milton^  sureties  for  Homer; 
and  this  is  a  mere  attempt  by  one  surety  to  make  his 
co-surety  pay  the  whole  debt.    It  is  clear,  that  on  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  by  Milton^  the  debt  was  discharged, 
and  the  right  of  Armitage  to  prosecute  the  bail  was 
gone.      A  court  of  law  would  not  afterwards  have 
allowed  Armitage  to  proceed.     Copis  v.  Middleton  {a)^ 
Daabiggen  v.  Bourne  {b\  Hodgson  v.  Shaw,  (c) 


The  Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  in  respect  of  the  judg* 
ment  in  ]84>1,  because  the  judgment  of  18S2,  on  which 
it  was  founded,  was  then  already  satisfied.  They  ar- 
gued also  that  the  bill  was  defective  for  want  of  parties. 


Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  RoUj  in  support  of  the  bill, 
contended  that  it  was  a  mere  fallacy  to  say  that  Mittoii 
was  a  co-surety  in  respect  of  the  judgment  debt  against 
Bigbye.  That  the  judgment  of  1832,  or  at  all  events 
that  of  1841,  was  still  subsisting  at  law,  and  that  the 
Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it.  That  in 
every  case  a  surety  was  entitled  to  all  the  remedies  of 
the  creditor.  In  Wright  v.  Morley  {d)  Lord  Eldon  says, 
**  I  conceive  that,  as  the  creditor  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  all  the  securities  the  principal  debtor  has  given  to  hb 
surety,  the  surety  has  full  as  good  an  equity  to  the  •: 
benefit  of  all  the  securities  the  principal  gives  to  the  ^ 

creditor.     There  is  a  very  strong  instance  of  the  appli 

cation  of  that  equity  in  Parsons  v.  Bnddock.  [e)    Thesis 

principal^a 

(a)  Turn.  4-  Ruu.  224.  (ji)  11  Km.  82. 

{h)  S  You.  4-  C.  462.  \e)  2  Vern.  608. 

(c)   Z  Myl.^  K.ISZ. 
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priDcipal  bad  giyen  bail  in  an  action.    Judgment  was        1842. 

reeoferei  aninst  the  bail.     Afterwards  the  surety  was     ^"^^^^"^^ 

Arhitagb 
called  upon  and  paid,  and  it  was  held,  that  he  was  v. 

entitled  to  an  assignment  of  the  judgment  against  the     ^^^^^'3*« 

bail;  so  that  though  the  bail  were  themselves  but  sure- 

ties^  as  between  them  and  the  principal  debtor,  yet 

comiog  in  the  room  of  the  principal  debtor,  as  to  the 

creditor,  it  was  held,  that  they  likewise  came  in  the 

'"oom  of  the  principal  debtor  as  to  the  surety.    Conse- 

qoendy,  that  decision  established,  that  the  surety  had 

pi^ecisely  the  same  right  that  the  creditor  had,  and  was 

^o   stand  in  his  place.     The  surety  had  no  direct  con- 

^■"^ftct  or  engagement  by  which  the  bail  were  bound  to 

'^tcn,  but  only  a  claim  against  them  through  the  medium 

^f^  the  creditor,  and  was  entitled  only  to  all  his  rights. 

-Ixiere  are  other  cases  establishing  the  same  principle^ 

^^ough  not  quite  so  strong  as  that*'' 

The  Plaintiffs  are^  therefore,  entitled  to  equitable  re- 
**^f  in  respect  of  the  judgment  debt.  Their  rights  as 
^fiFunst  the  estate  of  Rtgbye  being  interfered  with  by  the 
l^^'ior  mortgages,  and  the  voluntary  deed  executed  by 
^^^^S^>  it  is  necessary  for  them  to  come  into  equity 
*^i^  relief;  Neate  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough,  (a) 

*The   following   cases  were   also    cited;   PameU  v. 
(ft),  Hocken  v.  Browne  (c),  Abbott  v.  Bruere  (d), 
parte  Wffldman.  [e) 

TTie  Master  of  the  Roixs. 

,  The  real  question  which  I  have  to  decide  here  is, 
^^ether  upon  the  allegations  contained  in  this  bill  there 

(a)  S  M^  4-  Cr.  407.  {d)  5  Bing.  K.  C.  598. 

(&)  8  Bing.  93.  (e)  3  Vei.  sen.  11  J. 

[^ABtng.If.C.AOO. 

Vol.  v.  V 
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1842.  is  a  valid  existing  judgment,  which  can  be  made.  avaOi- 

^TT^^^^^  c^ble  at  law  against  the  estate  of  Bigbyef  for  that  is  the 

o.  whole  object  of  the  suit   Having  carefully  read  through 

Baldwin,  ^j^  y^^^  j  ^^  ^^^  ^j^,^  j^  improbable  that  the  PhiintifiBi 

may  by  a  proper  proceeding  ultimately  succeed  in  es- 
tablishing a  right  against  the  Defendant  But  the  qma^ 
tion  is,  whether  the  allegations  in  this  bill  intitle  tbeni 
to  relief.  The  bill  alleges  that  at  this  time  there  ia  i 
valid  judgment  at  law  which  can  be  made  availaUe 
against  the  party  against  whom  it  is  Altered  up,  and 
also  alleges  that  the  Plaintiff  Mitton  **  duly  paid  and 
satisfied  to  Annitage  the  full  amount  of  the  sud  judg- 
ment with  interest,  and  all  costs,**  &c»  How  can  I 
conclude,  that  notwithstanding  the  judgment,  and  the 
interest  and  costs  incurred  in  relation  thereto^  have 
been  fully  paid  and  satisfied,  the  judgment  can  now  be 
made  available  at  law? 

It  is  said  I  ought  to  do  so,  because  there  is  an 
allegation,  that,  in  18S6  (which  was  after  the  judg^ 
ment  had  been  ^*  paid  and  satisfied"),  some  proceedings 
took  place  in  relation  to  it  The  bill  states  that  in  1836 
Bigbye  obtained  a  rule  in  the  King's  Bench,  callinn 
upon  the  Plaintiff  Armitage  to  shew  cause  why  thi 
judgment  should  not  be  set  aside,  &c  &c.  It  is  obviottf 
that  at  the  time  these  proceedings  took  place,  then 
might  have  been  something  to  be  done  upon  the  jud^ 
ment  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  costs  which  mighi 
have  been  then  due,  though  not  due  at  the  time  this  bil 
was  filed ;  but  the  allegation  in  this  bill  is  distinct :  thai 
the  full  amount  of  the  judgment,  with  interest  and  al 
costs,  has  been  paid  and  satisfied.  Under  these  circum* 
stances  I  cannot  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  a 
this  time  an  existing  judgment  which  can  be  made  avail 
able  at  law ;  and  if  so,  the  very  foundation  of  the  equit] 
sought  to  be  established  by  this  bill  fails.     I  must 

therefiire 
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dieKfore,  allow  this  demurrer,  Saving  to  the  Plaindffi  1842. 

the  opportunity  of  amencGng  dieir  bill  if  they  think  fit  ^^^^"^^^^ 
to  doso. 


V. 

Baldwin. 


My  present  impression  is,  that  the  mortgagees,  the 
pordiasersy  and  Homer  are  not  necessary  parties.  I 
tlaxtnr  oat  thb  opinion  because  it  may  assist  the  parties. 
I  ni^ti  however,  alter  my  opinion  in  that  respect  upon 
heflring  a  reply  on  the  point,  which  I  hare  not  done.  I 
thought  it  unnecessary,  as  I  had  come  to  a  conclusion 

the  other  ground  of  demurrer. 


V 


GRIEVESON  V.  KIRSOPP.  June  27,  28. 

NDER  the  will  of  the  testator,  dated  in  1795,  his  An  esute  di- 

widow,  Mrs.  Carr^  was  entitled  for  life  to  a  free-  ^ij  ^|^  j;. 

Wd  property  called  Stefcw,  as  to  which,  the  testator  J'*'^^^*^^- 

no  giTen  certam  directions  respecting  the  sale  for  the  (as  was  then 

beneftt  of  hb  six  children.     The  interests  of  the  parties  «"PPo»ed[)  a 

*^  moiety  thereof 

m  remainder  had  not,  in  the  year  1819,   been  ascer-  was,  as  real 

twned,  but  it  was  supposed,  that  subject  to  the  life  to^^J^'iJ  re!^"* 

6i  Mrs.  Carr^  the  property  belonged,  as  real  mainder.    A. 


tttate^  to  Maty  Kirsapp  and  SaroA  Carr  Grieveson,  (the  b.  confirmed 

child  of  a  deceased  child  of  the  testator,)  in  coparcenary.  -^•''  ?j°'f^? 

estate  &c,. 
At  this  time  (1819),  Sarah  Carr^  the  widow,  Mary  therein  byway 

^«riopp  (the  wife  of  John  Kirsopp\  John  Grieveson^  and  anj  they^airl 

S»ak  Carr  the  younger,  were  indebted  to  Michael  Dodd,  ther  assured  it 

on  bond,  in  the  sum  of  200/. ;  and  John  Kirsopp  was  turned  out 

indebted  to  Sarah   Carr^  the  widow,  in  the  sum   of  ^*'**'^^v*'*^. 
'  '  one  fifth  only 

10002.    in  remainder 

as  perbonalty. 

Held,  that  A*%  interest  in  one  fifth  only  was  affected  by  the  mortgage. 

U  2 


Gribybson 
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1842.        lOOOiL  and  upwards.    Under  these  circumstances  a  de« 
was  executed,  dated  in  December  1819,  which  was  m&c 
V.  between  Sarah  Carr^  widow,  of  the  first  part,  J(^ 

KiRsopp.  Kirsopp  and  Mary  his  wife  of  the  second  part,  a  trus^ 
of  the  third  part,  and  Dodd  and  wife  of  the  fourth  paa 
reciting  the  death  of  four  out  of  the  six  of  the  testatoi 
children  without  issue,  and  either  intestate  or  infant 
and  reciting  the  death  of  Mrs.  Grieogson  (another 
the  six  children),  leaving  Sarah  Carr  Grieveson  an  inf&x 
^*  in  whom,  together  with  Mary  Kirsopp,  the  real  esta 
of  the  said  testator  was  then  vested  in  coparcenarji 
subject  to  a  mortgage  and  to  such  interest  as  Sanm 
Carr  had  therein;  and  also  reciting  that  Dodd  &■ 
Mabel  his  wife  had,  at  the  request  of  the  said  Sai~ 
Carr,  the  widow,  and  the  said  John  Kirsopp  and  Mim 
his  wife,  agreed  to  lend  them  the  sum  of  1000/.  to  i^ 
off  the  debt  due  from  John  Kirsopp  to  Sarah  Carr,  tti>- 
having  that  sum  and  the  200/.  due  on  bond  secured 
mortgage  of  the  undivided  moieties,  hereditaments,  a  ' 
premises,  as  thereinafter  mentioned;  it  was  witness^ 
that,  in  consideration  of  1000/.  paid  to  Sarah  Carr 
Dodd  and  wife,  and  the  200/.  due,  Sarah  Carr  did  gra* 
&c.  and  convey,  and  John  Kirsopp  and  wife  did  gr3* 
&c.  and  confirm  unto  the  trustee  and  his  heirs, 
that  one  tmdivided  moiety  or  half  part  of  them  the  B^ 
John  Kirsopp  and  Maty  his  wife,  in  right  of  the  si^ 
Mary,  and  of  and  in  the  said  estate  and  premises  call 
Staley  therein  particularly  described,  and  the  allotme^ 
thereto,  and  also  of  and  in  all  other  messuages,  lan^ 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever,  late  of  b 
the  said  John  Carr  the  testator  in  the  parish  of  Si^^ 
aforesaid,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  p^ 
session,  property,  claim,  and  demand  whatsoever 
them  the  said  Sarah  Carr  and  John  Kirsopp  and  Hf^" 
his  wife,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  of,  in,  or  to  the  sbM 
undivided  moieties,  hereditaments,  and  premises,  an' 

eveC 
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eveiy  part  and  parcel  thereof,  in  trust  for  Dodd  and  his        1842. 

^vife,  subject  to  redemption.    There  was  a  covenant  to     ^^^^"^^^ 
«-•',.,  ,  ^  ,  Gbieybsow 

Merj  fines,  which  were  to  enure  to  the  use  of  the  trustee  v. 

ior  Dodd  and  his  wife,  and  a  proviso  for  redemption  on  Kimopp. 
payment  of  120021  and  interest  to  Dodd  and  Iiis  wife,  by 
JCrsopp  and  his  wife ;  and  on  payment  there  was  to  be 
<a  reconveyance  to  Kirsopp  and  his  wife,  or  as  they  ap- 
pointed^  subject'  to  the  mortgage,  and  subject  to  the 
interest  of  Sarah  Carr;  and  Kirsopp  personally  cove- 
nanted to  pay  the  mortgage  money. 

In  1824,  a  fine  was  levied  pursuant  to  the  covenant. 

Long  after  the  date  of  the  deed,  it  was  ascertained  (a) 
that  the  property  belonged  to  the  widow  for  life,  with 
Temainder  (as  personal  estate)  in  fifth  shares  between 
Af  rs.  Kirsopp  the  surviving  child,  and  the  representatives 
or  the  four  deceased  children. 

Mrs.  Carr  the  widow,  as  representing  her  deceased 
children,  became  entitled  to  one  sixth  part  of  the  pro- 
duce of  the  estate.     She  died  in  1829. 

Under  these  circumstances  a  question  arose,  as  to 
the  extent  to  which  the  interest  of  Mrs.  Carr^  the  widow, 
^as  affected  by  the  deed  of  1819. 

Mr.  Purois  contended,  that  the  deed  and  fine  operated 
on  the  whole  of  the  widow's  interest  in  a  moiety  of  the 
property. 

VLr.Pemherton^  contrh^  contended  that  the  effect  of  the 
deed  and  fine  was,  to  make  merely  the  widow's  interest 
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181-2.        in  the  share  which  Khsopp  and  wife  actuiilly  convejr^ 
j^^^^'*^^     viz.  one  fifth,  liable  to  the  mortfiraire. 


KlRSOPP. 


June  28.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

At  the  date  of  the  deed  in  question,  viz.  on  the  SI 
of  December  1819,  Mrs.  Carr  was  entitled  to  the  pr 
niises  therein  comprised  for  her  life,  and  subject  to  fa 
life  interest,  the  property,  as  personal  estate  belonged 
fifth  shares  to  her  surviving  child,  and  the  persoi 
representatives  of  her  four  deceased  children.  T 
rights  of  the  children  had  not  then  been  ascertain* 
and  it  was  supposed,  that,  subject  to  the  life  interest 
Mrs.  Carr^  the  property  belonged,  as  real  estate^ 
Mr».  Kirsqpp  and  the  child  of  a  deceased  child»  in 
parcenary. 

At  the  same  time,  a  debt  of  200/.  was  omng 
Michael  Doddy  as  executor  of  Patd  VaUlant^  which  ^ 
secured  by  the  bond  of  SarcJi  Carr^  Mary  Kirsei 
John  Grieveson,  and  Sarah  Carr  the  younger ;  a  d< 
of  1000/.  was  also  due  firom  John  Kirsopp  to  Sof 
Carr^  and  the  deed  was  executed,  in  consideration 
the  bond  debt,  and  of  1000/.  paid  to  Sarah  Carr.  1 
conveyance  was  made  to  a  trustee  by  Sarah  Carr^  B 
by  John  Kirsopp  and  Mary  his  wife,  and  the  propef 
purported  to  be  conveyed,  was,  all  that  undivi^ 
moiety  of  Kirsopp  and  hb  wife,  in  right  of  the  wife, 
the  several  premises  therein  described,  and  all  the  es^ 
of  Sarah  Carr,  and  Kirsopp  and  his  wife  in  the  s^ 
moiety,  in  trust  for  Dodd  and  his  wife,  subject  to 
demption.  There  was  a  covenant  to  levy  fines,  wbi 
were  to  enure  to  the  use  of  the  trustee  for  Dodd  ^ 
his  wife,  and  a  proviso  for  redemption,  on  payment 
1200/.  and  interest  to  Dodd  and  his  wife,  by  KirsOl 
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tod  kb  wife;  and  <m  payment,  there  was  to  be  a  re- 
oooTejanee  to  Kinopp  and  his  wif<^  or  as  they  ap« 
pointed,  subject  to  the  mortgage  and  subject  to  the 
interest  of  Sarah  Carr;  and  Kinoppj  personally,  cove- 
nanted to  pay  the  mortgage  money. 

Long  after  the  date  of  the  deed,  it  was  ascertained 
that  Mary  Kinoppf  instead  of  being  entitled,  as  heir,  to 
•  mbiety  of  the  estate^  was  entitled  in  her  own  right  to 
•nly  one  fifth,  as  personal  estate ;  and  the  question  is, 
whi^.npoB  the  construction  and  effect  of  the  deed,  is 
theeflbct  of  the  conveyance  executed  by  Mrs.  Carr. 

The  estate  being  treated  as  personalty,  Mrs.  Carr 

became  entitled  to  portions  of  the  shares  of  her  deceased 

children,  who  died  intestate ;  and  it  is  contended,  that 

althoogh  Kirsopp  and  his  wife,  in  her  right,  were  only 

entitled  to  one  fifth,  subject  to  the  life  interest  of  Mrs. 

Can^  the  conveyance  by  Mrs.  Carr  ought  to  extend  to 

her  own  interest  in  an  equal  moiety  of  the  whole.     But, 

on  perusal  of  the  deed,  I  am  of  opinion  that  Mrs.  Carr 

did  not  intend  to  convey,  and  that  Dodd  and  his  wife 

did  not  intend  to  receive  from   her,  more  than  her 

interest  in  the  share  of  the  estate  which  was  conveyed 

by  Kirsopp  and  his  wife;  and  I  think,  that  the  effect 

<^  the  deed  is  not  to  pass  more  than  her  interest  under 

Ae  will,  in  so  much  of  the  estate  as  was  conveyed  by 

^inapp  and  his  wife. 


It  being  doubtful,  upon  the  proceedings,  whether 
Mrs.  Carr  the  widow  had  joined  in  the  fine,  inquiry 
^^  nuule  on  the  point,  when  it  was  ascertained  that  she 
^  a  party  to  it,  and  the  case  was  then  argued  as  to  its 
^^peration. 

17  4  Mr. 
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Mr.  Purois  contended  that,  as  Mrs.  Carr  covenanted 
^  for  herself  and  her  heirs,  her  covenant  was  to  be  made 

9.     '     good  out  of  the  lands,  {a)    That  a  fine  was  a  feoffment 
KiBsopp.     ^^  record  (6),  and  was  conclusive  evidence  on  produc- 
tion ;  and  that  Mrs.  Carr  was  estopped  from  saying  that 
the  moiety  did  not  pass,  {c) 

Mr.  Pemherton^  contrh.  The  property  is  mere  per- 
sonalty, and  the  fine  had  no  operation  upon  it.  The 
security  cannot  extend  beyond  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  the  deed ;  they  were  only  dealing  with  the  in- 
terests of  Kirsqpp  and  wife,  and  merely  with  such  interest 
of  the  widow,  as  she  had  in  that  portion  of  the  property 
which  belonged  to  Kirsopp  and  wife. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  stated  my  opinion,  that  the  intention  of  the  parties 
was  to  convey  the  widow's  interest  in  so  much  of 
estate  as  was  conveyed  by  Kirsopp  and  wife.     I  do  m. 
think  that  the  fine  operates  beyond  the  deed,  and  t.! 
intention  of  the  parties  appearing  on  the  deed. 

(a)  Co.  Lit.  565  a.  (c)  Shep.  Touch.  20. 

ib)  Shep.  Touch.  S. 
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1842. 

BRISTOW  V.  BRISTOW.  .W  28,29. 

^^£VERAL  questions  arose  in  this  case,  which  came  A  testatrix 
on  upon  exceptions  and  for  further  directions.     It  i^^^out  of 

^^U  be  convenient  however  to  separate  them.  »  particular 

fund.    By  a 
codicil  she  re- 

iJnder  the  marriage-settlement  of  Lady  Bristam^  a  ^^^^  i'»  »"^ 
,  •  8>ve  a  legacy 

P^>Wcr  was  limited  to  her  of  appointing  5000/.     By  her  of  half  the 

^ni  she  appointed  a  sum  of  800/.,  part  of  the  5000/-  to  Jut^'^^thi^' 
^^^    equally  divided  between   Mrs.  Booths  her  cousin,  referring  to 
^«:rs. Slater,  and  two  other  persons.  SncTHddT 

that  the  latter 

fiy  a  codicil  she  revoked  the  legacies  given  to  Mrs.  substitution 

^€hM.  Mrs.  Slater,    and  the  other  two  persons,  and  for  the  former; 
•^  ,   ,  ,  '  ,  .       ,  , ,.  and  the  par- 

proceeded  thus :  '*  I  bequeath  to  each  only  100/.  ticular  fund 

filing,  that 

the  l^tee 

It  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Bristow  v.  Boothby  (a),  was  not  en« 

^at  the  power  of  appointing  the  5000/.  was  void  for  p^j^olu^ 
i^moteness;    so    that    legacies    given  thereout  failed,  the  general 
*Ilie  Master  to  whom  this  cause  was  referred  to  take      Bequest  of 
an  account  of  the  legacies,  &c.  reported  the  two  of  ?  »P«cific  sum 
1002.  each  given  by  the  codicil  to  Mrs.  Booth  and  Mrs.  to  be  paid 

Slat^  within  twelve 
^^'^  months.    The 
(a)  2  iSfm.  4>  St.  465.  sum  was  not 

transferred 
ynthin  the  twelve  months,  and  the  executors  recdved  the  dividends  accruing  during 
™at  period.    Held,  that  they  belonged  to  the  l^tee. 

Bequest  of  800/1  to  the  four  eldest  children  of  the  testatrix's  cotistn  A*  J9.,  and 
^^^.  to  the  three  remaining  children  of  her  uncle  A*  B.  The  testatrix  had  a 
^usin  and  an  uncle  of  that  name.  The  cousin  had  seven  children,  and  the  uncle 
^°^  but  he  had  three  remaining  grandchildren,  one  other  having  died.  Held,  that 
^^  three  younger  children  of  the  anum  were  entitled  to  the  200(1 

^eouett  **  to  the  poor  on  the  testatrix's  little  estate  in  Suffolk:*  The  testatrix  10 
^^\  bid  an  esute  m  St^^,  but  which  was  settled  in  that  year,  and  the  testatrix 
^  merely  a  rent  charge  issuing  thereout.  Held,  that  there  was  a  valid  charitable 
^^  the  poor  on  the  estate. 

J^e  costs  of  a  suit  for  administration  held,  there  bdng  no  other  assets,  to  be  pay* 
^lUe  out  of  the  specific  legacies  pari  passu. 
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1842«  Slater  amongst  the  general  legacies;  and  to  this  part 
of  his  report,  an  exception  was  taken,  on  the  groand 
that  the  legacies  of  100/.  each,  given  by  the  codicil, 
were  substituted  for  the  legacies  of  200/.  each  given  by 
the  will,  and  were  therefore  payable  out  of  the  same 
fund,  viz. :  the  5000/.,  and  that,  consequently  they  had 
failed  by  the  invalidity  of  the  power.  Cooper  v.  Day  (a) 
was  cited  to  shew  that  the  substituted  legacies  were  sub« 
ject  to  the  same  incidents  as  the  original  legacies. 

The  Master  of  ilie  Rolls  held  that  the  l^acies  of 
100/.  each  were  substituted  for  those  of  200/.  each,  and 
were  payable  out  of  the  same  fund.  He  consequently 
allowed  the  exception. 


The  testatrix  gave  to  a  charity,  called  the  Refuge  for 
the  Destitute,  a  sum  of  1700/.  4  per  cents.,  standing  in  the 
names  of  two  trustees,  which  she  directed  *<  to  be  pud 
within  twelve  calendar  months  after  her  decease." 

The  stock  had  not  been  transferred,  and  two  half- 
yearly  dividends  on  the  stock,  amounting  together  to 
68/.,  had  been  received  by  the  executors  during  the 
twelve  months  which  elapsed  after  the  testatrix's  decease. 
These  sums  were  claimed  as  part  of  the  testatrix's 
general  estate,  on  the  ground  that  the  executors  were 
not,  under  the  terms  of  the  will,  bound  to  transfer  the 
stock  until  twelve  months  after  her  decease;  and  this 
point  formed  the  subject  of  another  exception  to  the 
Master's  report. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  hearing  counsel  in 
support  of  the  exception,  and  without  hearing  the  other 

side^ 
.  («)  5  Mer.  154.;  and  see  Day  v.  Crofts  4  Be<M.  561.,  and  the 
cases  there  cited. 
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vide,  overruled  the  exception,  holding  that  the  68/L  be-        1842. 
longed  to  the  legatees  of  the  stock. 


i 


The  testatrix,  also,  by  a  codicil  bequeathed  as  fol- 
loiws:  — *  ^  I  give  and  bequeath  SOOL  to  the  four  eldest 
dmildren  of  my  anmn  George  Bristow  esq.,  Georgiana^ 
CSadierine^  Henrys  and  William  Bristawj  to  be  equally 
divided  between  the  four.  I  give  and  bequeath  as 
mixch  of  the  money  vested  in  the  stocks  in  the  names 
oF  Sir  Cotbett  Corbett  Bart,  and  Ralph  Dunn  Esq.,  as 
l>eiDg  sold  out  will  produce  200/.,  to  the  three  remain- 
ui^  children  of  my  uncle  George  Bristaw  Esq. 

The  testatrix  had  both  a  cousin  and  an  uncle  of  the 
•glume  of  George  Bristaa.  The  cousin  had  seven 
^^iidren  only  known  to  the  testatrix,  —  viz.  the  four 
^^bildreo  named  in  the  codicil,  and  three  others. 

niie  uncle  had  but  one  child,  Mrs.  Slater^  who  was 
^^lled  cousin  by  the  testatrix  in  her  will,  and  at  the  time 
^^f  making  the  codicil  she  had  three  children  only,  a 
^>tirth  having  died  before  that  period,  so  that,  in  one 
^^Ose,  she  had  three  remaining  children. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  one  hand,  diat  the  200/. 
^^^Icnged  to  the  three  younger  children  of  the  cousinj 
^^d  on  the  other,  that  it  belonged  to  the  three  remain' 
''*S'  grandchildren  of  the  uncle  (one  being  dead). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  it  was  not  very 

^c^ar;  but  by  the  terms  of  the  bequest,  800/.  was  given 

^   the  four  eldest  children  of  the  cousin,  and  200/.  to 

^e  three  remaining  children  of  the  uncle.     He  thought 

tViat  the  word  remaining  had  reference  to  what  preceded, 

tt4  that  the  testatrix  bad  therefore,  inadvertently,  used 

the 
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1 84'2,        the  word  "  uncle  *'  instead  of  **  cousin  **  in  the  latter  part 
B^^Tow      ^^ '^®  sentence.    He  thought  therefore  that  ihe  younger 

V.  children  of  the  cousin  were  entitled. 

Bristow. 


The  testatrix  also  gave  as  follows :  —  "  I  give  and 
bequeath  all  the  Bank  post  bills  to  be  found  with 
the  picture  of  my  beloved  child,  in  trust  to  William 
Deane  Elsq.,  to  be  properly  vested  in  the  stocks;  the 
interest  arising  from  such  sums  I  direct  to  be,  every 
year,  given  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  on  my  little  estal 
in  Suffolk:' 

Previous  to  1784,  the  testatrix  had  two  fiurms  "TK"  £c 
Sttffbik.  They  were  settled  upon  the  occasion  of  Vm.  •  ^^rm^er 
marriage  that  year,  and  by  the  settlement  a  rent  i 
of  800/.  was  secured  to  her  for  life,  and  subject  there' 
and  to  certain  limitations  which  failed,  the  propei 
was  settled  on  her  husband  in  fee.  In  1798  he 
the  property,  subject  to  the  rent  charge. 

It  was  contended  that  this  gift  of  the  Bank  post  bfi^^  ^cPiU 
was  void  for  uncertainty  ;  but 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  they  were  w*^^^"^^^ 
bequeathed  to  charitable  purposes  for  the  relief  of 
poor  on  the  two  farms. 


le 


The   general    personal    estate    not  specifically 
queathed  being  exhausted,  a  question  arose  out  of  whi 
fund  the  costs  of  the  suit,  which  was  for  the  admini 
tration  of  the  estate,  should  be  paid ;  and 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  costs  ought 
in  the  first  place  to  b6  paid  out  of  the  general  personal 
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estate  not  specifically  bequeathed,  but  that  being  in-  1842. 

suflBcient,  they  must  be  borne  by  the  specific  legatees  ^J^^''""^^ 

pari  passUf  rateably  according  to  the  respective  values  v. 

of  their  legacies.  Bristow. 


PERRY  V.  KNOTT.  •^•"•^  ^^' 

rilHE  testator,  George  ALdridge^  gave  and  bequeathed  The  ssd  order 

•*■    unto  hb  son  Joseph  Aldridge,  his  executors  and  i^ti^tmpliei 

administrators,  the  sum  of  1 000/.,  in  trust  for  the  separate  to  a  case  of  a 

use  of  Elizabeth^  the  wife  of  William  Howell  for  life,  and  committed  by 

after  her  decease,  equally  amongst  her  children  livini;  •evcral  ex- 

^  ,  '^  ecutori;anda 

at  her  decease.     He  appointed  Deborah  Aldridge,  John  cestui ouetrutt 

PricJclatD,  Joseph  Mdridge.  and  Edward  Aldridge,  his  ^^'^J^ 

executors.  against  one  in 

the  absence  of 

The  testator  died  soon  after,  and  his  will  was  proved      xhe  same 

by  his  executrix  and  executors,  who  (according  to  the  ^^^^^  apphes 
•^  '  ^  ®  to  a  suit  m 

statement  in  the  Defendants'  answer),  shortly  after  the  which  the  case 

testator's  death,  transferred  (out  of  the  stock  standing  orde?S  u>""^ 

in  the  bank  in  the  names  of  the  executors  and  executrix),  stand  over  for 

a.  sum  of  3  per  cent  consolidated  Bank  annuities,  which,  ^^  pre^us 

«it  the  current  price  of  such  stock,  at  the  date  of  such  to  Mwhadmas 

,  ,  ,.  .  ,      .  .  term,  1841, 

transfer,  was  worth  1000/.  sterhng,  tnto  the  joint  names  where  the 

^Joseph  Aldridge  and  Elizabeth  Htrooell.  ^Swn  JTa^d 

not  passed. 
Joseph  Aldridge  died  in  1823,  and  Elizabeth  Howell,      A  suit  may 

'^who  survived  him,  transferred  the  fund  into  her  own  for  a  breach  of 
^dame,  and  afterwards  sold  it  out  and  applied  it  to  her  trust  in^re- 
own  use.    Elizabeth  Howell  died  in  1839,  leaving  two  ascertained 
children,  viz.  the   Plaintiff  Mrs.  Pmy,  and    mUiam  Jj^^;  entitled 
Haaell.  to  a  moiety 

•j^^  thereof,  with- 
out making       ' 
the  person  entitled  to  the  other  moiety  a  party. 
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1842.  The  bill  was  filed  by  Mr.  and  Mr&Pm^  against 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  KnoU  (the  latter  being  the  legal  perscnud 
representative  of  Joseph  Aldridge\  seeking  to  charge  hia 
estate  with  a  breach  of  trust,  in  consequence  of  the  loss 
of  the  10007.  which  had  improperly  been  placed  under 
the  control  of  Mrs.  HowelL 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  insisted^  ^^  that  if 
any  breach  of  trust  was  committed^  touching  the  said 
stock,  the  same  was  committed  by  Edward  Aldridge^ 
Deborah  Jldridge,  and  John  PrickUm;  and  that  they, 
or  their  personal  representatives,  as  well  as  the  said 
William  HaweU  and  the  personal  representatives  of 
Elizabeth  Howell^  were  necessary  parties  to  the  suit.*' 

When  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  on  the  25th  of 
June  1841,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  other 
executors  of  the  testator,  and  the  representatives  of  Mrs. 
H&meUy  were  necessary  parties  (a);  but  no  decision  was 
made  as  to  the  necessity  of  making  the  representatives 
of  William  HameU  parties.  The  cause  was  ordered  to 
stand  over  for  want  of  parties,  with  liberty  to  amend. 
The  order  had  been  drawn  up,  but  had  not  been  passed 
by  the  Registrar.  In  the  meantime  the  General  Orders 
o(  August  1841  came  into  operation. 

The  32d  order  directs,  *^  that  in  all  cases  in  which 
the  Plaintiff  has  a  joint  and  several  demand  against 
several  persons,  either  as  principals  or  sureties,  it  shall 
not  be  necessary  to  bring  before  the  Court,  as  parties 
to  a  suit  concerning  such  demand,  all  the  persons 
liable  thereto ;  but  the  Plaintiff  may  proceed  against 
one  or  more  of  the  persons  severally  liable."  (6)  The 
51st  order  directs,  ^^  that  the  foregoing  orders  shall 
take  effect  as  to  all  suits,  whether  now  depending  or ' 

hereafler 
(a)  4  Beav.  179.  (b)  Ord.  Can.  174. 
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liereafter  coannenoed,  on  the  last  day  of  MUhadmas 
ten]]»1841.''(a)  . 

Thes»  orders  having  come  into  operation,  the  Plain* 
Cifl&  procured  this  cause  to  be  set  down  to  be  reheard. 

llilr.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  Wood  for  the  Plaintiffs^  con* 
^^etKuledy  that  by  the  d2d  order  of  August  1841,  it  was 
T^n  necessary  to  make  the  other  persons  guilty  of  the 
bx-cttich  of  trust,, parties  to  this  suit ;  and  that  the  order 
"^fv-wkM  applicable  to  the  present  case;  for,  by  the  51st 
oxdcr,  the  orders  of  August  1841  were  to  take  effect  as 
^:o  all  suits  Hun  depending^  and  that  this  cause  was  so 
crxjrcmmstanced. 

Ilat  the  object  of  the  S2d  order  was  to  relieve  a 
K^^a*ty,  having  an  independent  claim  against  several 
Persons,  from  the  necessity  of  making  them  all  parties 
ft.  suit. 


-As  to  the  representatives  of  WilUam  HoweUf  who  was 
^*^titled  to  the  other  moiety  of  the  fund,  being  a  neces- 
^^•^y  party,  they  again  relied  on  Smith  v.  Snow{b)  and 
-^^^i^chinson  v.  Taamsend.  {c) 

^4r.  George  Turner  and  Mr.  Craig^  contrh^  for  Mr. 
^^^  Mrs.  Knotty  the  personal  representatives  of  Joseph 
-^^^ridge. 

Tlie  orders  of  August  1841  were  never  intended  to 

^pply  to  a  cause  which  had  been  heard  and  disposed  of; 

^*^d  the  S2d  order  only  applies  to  cases,  where,  by  con- 

^^^^ct,  a  joint  and  several  liability  is  created.     Here  the 

^biUty  is  not  joint  and  several ;  a  demand  cannot  be 

^^^Ae  against  one  of  several  executors :  they  must  all  be 

made 

(<)  Ord.  Cm.  178.  (b)  8  Mad.  10.  (c)  S  Keen,  675. 
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1842.  made  parties,  in  order  that  the  accounts,  in  which  they 
are  all  interested,  may  be  taken  in  their  presence,  and 
that  they  may  have  the  benefit  of  a  contribution,  if  the 
decree  be  ultimately  worked  out  against  one.  How 
otherwise  could  accounts  be  finally  taken  in  a  creditor's 
or  a  legatee's  suit  ?  The  suit  is  therefore  still  defective 
for  want  of  parties,  first,  because  the  other  executors 
of  the  testator  who  joined  in  the  alleged  breach  of 
trust,  or  their  representatives,  are  not  before  the  Court; 
secondly,  because  the  representative  of  Mrs.  Homely 
the  person  who  really  committed  the  breach  of  trust  and 
received  the  money,  is  not  a  party ;  and,  thirdly,  because 
William  Howell^  or  his  representative,  is  not  a  party. 

The  case  of  Smith  v.  Sn<ya}  has  not  been  approved  of; 
and  it  has  always  been  admitted,  that  the  principle  of 
the  decision  in  that  case  is  not  to  be  extended. 

They  also  cited  an  unreported  case  o(  Aiiomej/'General 
V.  Hughes  before  Vice-Chancellor  K.  Bruce,  in  which 
the  Attorney-General  had  filed  an  information  against 
the  surviving  executor  and  the  representatives  of  a 
deceased  executor  to  obtain  payment  of  legacy  duty, 
without  making  the  representatives  of  two  deceased 
executors  parties;  and  the  Court  (they  stated)  held 
that  the  latter  were  necessary  parties  if  any  account  were 
to  be  taken. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  the  32d  general  order  applies  to  so  much 
of  this  case  as  relates  to  the  persons  who  are  alleged 
to  have  jointly  committed  the  breach  of  trust;  in  the 
case  cited  (a),  there  may  have  been  peculiar  circum- 
stances to  require  the  decision  stated  to  have  been  there 

made. 

As 

(a)  See  Keilaway  v.  Johnton^'poit^  p.  319. 
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Jis  to  the  next  point,  I  conceive  this  to  be  a  distinct       1848. 
Aioand  for  a  distinct  aliquot  part  of  a  distinct  sum, 
[d  opon  the  authority  of  Smith  v.  Snaao  I  think  that 
e    representative  of  William  Howell  is  not  a  necessary 
to  the  suit 


Jks  to  the  third  objection,  I  think  the  executor  of 
>  Hawdl  is  a  necessary  party,  because  she  reaped 
t.lm^  benefit  of  the  second  breach  of  trust. 


It,  was  ultimately  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire 

^vlmeKiy  and  by  whom^  and  under  what  circumstances,  the 

1  3<50il  was  sold  out,  and  whether  or  not  with  the  privity 

axid    assent  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  whether  any  part  was 

applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff  with  liberty  to 

^^Ate  special  circumstances. 


HENDERSON  v.  CONSTABLE.  -^""^'^ 

^MUE  testator,  John  Henderson^  bequeathed  his  per-  Bequest,  after 
JH  ,  ,  .  »       1  *^_  .     the  death  of 

^^  sonal  estate  to  his  executors,  on  trust  to  pay  his  ^.,  of  2500/., 

^iftan  annuity  of  lOOi  a  year  for  life;  and  after  her  «•  ^.should 
J- .         ^ .   ._     ^  ^  ;.     ,.,j__    ._  apr)oint,  with 


to  pay  2500/.  ^'to  and  among  his  children,  or  a  gift  over**  of 

^   the  children  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  then  Jjfe^i^Vnd"" 

^eadjW  gs  Ills  wife  should  appoint;  and  for  want  of  such  to  be  paid 

^P|)omtment,  or  as  to  such  parts  whereof  no  such  ap-  ^m'^/i 

P^^ntment  shonld  be  made,  upon  trust  to  pay  "  the  ^^^^',  ^'  "P" 

^^Qie''  equally  among  his  six  children,  (naming  them),  [o  if.,  and 

^  to  the  survivors,  or  to  the  children  of  sUch  of  them  ^^?^^'  ^® 

^  shoald  be  then  dead  leaving  issue,  such  issue  being  and  directed 

entitled  i*>«"^^.*?T 
,  to  be  paid  at 

^^^jecease  of  2?.,  except  the  one  left  to  himself,  which  was  to  be  payable  at  if.'t 

^^ccMe.    Hddy  that  the  interest  on  the  1630/.  accruing  between  tne  death  of  A. 

^^.  neither  paued  to  the  appointees  of  that  sum,  nor  to  B.  by  implication,  but 

^^  over,  as  in  de&olt  of  appointment. 

Vou  V,  X 
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1848.  entitled  to  their  parent's  share  thereof,  and  to  be  paid 

Ji^"^^^^^^  the  end  of  twelve  calendar  months  after  her  deoeaa 
Henderson 

V,  with  interest  for  the  same  from  the  time  of  hia  wifi 

Constable,  deceasel'' 


The  widow,  by  her  will,  after  reciting  her  powc 
proceeded  thus: — now  **  I  Sarah  Henderson,  in  pi] 
suance  of  the  said  power,  &c.,  do  appoint  the  said  an 
of  25002,  as  follows:"  she  then  appointed  16802.  bn 
amongst  certain  objects  of  the  power,  and  a  further  su 
of  670/.  to  her  son  William  Henderson,  and  she  pr 
ceeded  in  the  following  words :  —  **  the  said  legaci 
or  sums  to  be  paid  at  the  decease  of  my  son  Wittim 
except  the  one  left  to  himself,  to  be  payable  at  my  d 
cease.*' 

The  widow  died  in  October  18S4,  and  William  He 
derson  was  still  living. 

The  only  question  arose  as  to  the  interest  whic 
might  accrue  on  the  1630/.  between  the  death  of  tl 
widow  and  the  death  of  her  son  William;  the  wide 
having  made  that  sum  payable  with  interest  from  tl 
death  of  her  son  William* 

It  was  contended,  first,  that  the  interest  must  go 
the  parties  entitled  in  default  of  appointment,  ^^forvt 
is  not  appointed,  or  is  ill  appointed,  goes  as  in  ■ 
fault  of  appointment ;"  and  where  a  fund  was  given, 
the  instrument  creating  the  power,  to  the  objects  in  * 
fault  of  appointment,  the  dying  without  any  appoi 
ment  as  to  a  part  was  considered  equal  to  an  act 
appointment;  Wilson  v.  Piggott.  (a) 

Second 
(a)  S  Ve».ym.3S\, 
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SsooDdfy,  it  was  contended  by  the  appointees  of  the        1842. 

Jl^SOL,  that  the  whole  interest  passed  to  them  with  the    ^1^^^!^^^ 

f^JTucqpal  money  as  an  incident  thereto.  •• 

Const  ABLB. 

Thirdly,  it  was  contended  on  behalf  of  William  Hen* 
^X^rsont  that  there  was  an  implied  gift  to  him  of  the  in- 
innediate  interest,  Boe  v.  Summerset  (a) ;  in  which  case, 
FM  a  gift  to  A.  after  the  death  of  B^  and  it  was 
Jt&^^d  that  B.  tock  a  life  estate  by  implication. 

X4tttly,  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  residuary 
l^sg^atee,  that  as  there  was  no  appointment  of  the  interest 
MMM  question,  and  as  the  gift  over  in  the  testator's  will 
'^mtwkm  of  ^  the  same,**  viz.,  the  capital,  and  not  of  the  in- 
^^rest,  the  residuary  legatee  was  entitled  to  the  benefit 
^f  its  non-appointment 

Mr.  Sandenley  and  Mr.  Elderton^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Faber^    Mr.  5.  Atkinson^    Mr.  C.  Barber^    Mr. 
"Vay,  and  Mr.  Phillips^  for  several  parties. 

Mr.  KiniehUtfi  in  reply. 

'  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

From  the  terms  of  the  testator's  will,  I  infer  that 
^lie  snlgect  of  the  appointment,  and  of  the  gift  in 
dcbult  of  appointment,  is  the  same;  namely,  the 
ptbcipal  sum  of  2500/.  with  interest  from  the  wife's 

The  widow  has  appointed  2SQtiL  only,  and  the  in- 
teiot  on  part  of  it,  viz.,  on  1630^  from  the  death  of  her 
soa  WaUam.    I  think  that  those  who  take  under  the 

power 
(a)  5  Burr.  9S0S. 
X2 
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1842. 


Henderson 
Constable. 


power  can  only  take  the  sums  appointed  by  hen    JVUUatn^    .^ 
therefore,  takes  670/.  immediately;  and  the  other ap 
pointees  have  the  time  for  payment  of  these  legacie 
postponed  until  the  death  of  William^  and  are  entide 
to  interest  only  fi*om  that  period. 


I  cannot  follow  the  argument  that  there  is  a  gift  t^^ , 

WiUiam  Henderson  by  implication ;  I  see  no  foundatio^^; 
for  any  such  inference :  there  is  a  gift  to  persons  in 
fault  of  appointment,  and  there  must  be  a  distinct 
pointment  in  order  to  defeat  the  gift  over. 

The  interest,  which  is  part  of  the  subject  of  appoic 
ment  and  of  the  gift  over  not  being  appointed,  must . 
as  in  default  of  appointment;  and  the  parties  taking 
default  of  appointment  are  therefore  entided  to  the  SiL 
terest  accruing  between  the  death  of  the  widow  and  ^L^ 
death  of  her  son  fViUiam. 


Jufy  s. 

Beqaest  of 
personalty  to 
trustees,  to  be 
^  applied  for 
the  relief  of 
domestic  dis- 
tress, assisting 
indigent  but 
deserving  in- 
dividuals, or 
encouraging 
undertakings 
of  general 
uUlity."  Held, 
void  as  a 
charitable 
bequest. 


KENDALL  v.  GRANGER. 

'T^HE  question  in  this  cause  was  as  to  the  validity 
**"    a  charitable  bequest. 


of 


The  testator  William  Kendall^  after  giving  cert0!= — ^ 
legacies,  proceeded  as  follows :  —  **  All  the  rest  ^x^^"^" 
residue  of  my  goods,  chattels,  testamentary  estate,  tf-K^--*"^ 
effects    and    property  real  and    personal,    (accord ii:^^^^ 
to  their  respective  natures  and  quality,  including  tn^*^ 
estates),    I   give,   devise  and  bequeath  to  the  abo^^^ 
named  Frederic  Granger  and  John  Squance^  their  hei''^ 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust,  witb 
all  reasonable  expedition,  to  sell  and  dispose  thereofil  ^ 

follows: 


I 
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ibllows:— -after  converting  the  whole  into  money,  to       1842. 
divide  the  produce,  and  pay  to  each  of  the  daughters     ^^^'^"^^ 
of  my  brother  lately  deceased,  who  have  arrived  at  v. 

the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  those  now  minors     Gbahgbr. 
"^hen  they  attain  that  age,  400/.     The  remaining  sur- 
plus monies,  I  will  and  direct,  shall  be  at  the  disposal 
of  the  said  Frederic  Granger  and  John  Squancef  to  be 
by    them  applied  for  the  relief  of  domestic  distress, 
^fcssistmg   indigent    but  deserving  individuals,   or  en- 
c^ouraging  undertakings  of  general  utility,  in  such  mode 
^^Kid  proportions  as  their  own  discretion  may  suggest. 
Irresponsible  to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever, 
^^ro^ed  only,  that  should  any  difference  or  differences 
opinion  occur  as  to  the  application  or  distribution  of 
>y  part  of  such  surplus ;  then  I  direct,  that  such  dif- 
'^^v^tices,  as  they  may  arise,  shall  be  submitted  by  my 
^^"vstees  to  the  judgment  of  the  above  named  Edmund 
^^^oUex^  Bastard,  and  that  his  decision  shall  be  binding 
^v^d  conclusive  on  the  subject  in  controversy.     It  is  far- 
^b^r  my  express  wish  and  intention,  that,  if  practicable, 
the  vhole  of  such  surplus  monies  be  distributed   and 
^*«posed  of  within  three  years  after  my  decease.'* 

He  iq>pointed  Granger  and  Squance  his  executors. 

*riie  testator  died  in  1832,  leaving  both  real  estate 
^^d  pure  personalty  of  considerable  value. 

^Tlus  bill  was  filed  by  his  heir  at  law  and  next  of  kin, 
^Qainst  the  trustees,  to  have  it  declared  that  the  alleged 
9ft  of  the  residue  to  charity  was  void. 

The  case  came  on  for  further  directions,  and  the  only 
^pcs&m  was,  whether  this  was  a  valid  charitable  gift  as 
^^gvded  the  pure  personalty. 

Mr. 
X  S 
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Mr.  Kinderdey^  Mr.  Flather^  and  Mr.  Terrdl^  ibr  the  ^ 
Plain  tifls. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Sadnbumef  for  the  De-  ^^^ 
fendants. 

Mr.  Wrcy^  for  the  Attomey-GeneraL 

They  cited  Morice  v.  7%^  Bm^  tf  Durham  (a),  ^  < 
WiUiami  v.  Kershaw  (i),  jBUii  v.  &%  (c),  Jiunes  t.  _-^^0 
Allen  (<Q|  Fiez^  v.  Jamson  {e)^  Mitjbrd  v.  Beynolds.  {g)  t 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  arising  upon  this  will  is,  whether 
trustees  are  bound  to  apply  the  fund  wholly  to  a  chant 
able  purpose,  for,  to  make  it  valid,  it  must,  according  to 
the  decisions,  be  obligatory  on  them.    It  is  not  a  ques-- 
tion  whether  the  trustees  may  apply  it  to  a  charitable  j 
purpose,  but  whether,  by  the  words  of  the  will,  they  are  • 
bound  to  do  so.   The  decisions  go  to  this  further  extent, 
that  they  must  have  no  option  between  a  charitable  and 
any  other  purpose. 

This  Court  has  adopted  a  very  narrow  construction  in 
deciding  what  is  to  be  deemed  a  charitable  purpose.  It 
must  be  either  one  of  those  purposes  denominated  charit- 
able in  the  statute  ofEHzabeth^  or  one  of  such  purposes  as 
the  Court  construes  to  be  charitable,  by  analogy  to  those 
mentioned  in  that  statute.  The  difficulties  always  arise 
firom  the  vagueness  of  the  language  used  by  testators* 
There  is  no  charitable  purpose  which  is  not  a  benevolent 

purpose, 

(a)  9  Fm.  399.,  and  10  Ves.         {d)  5  Mer.  17. 
5SS.  {e)  1  Sim,  4*  SL  69. 

(b)  1  Keen,  2^1.  n.,  and  5  0.  (g)  1  FkilA^B.  Andiee^UI 
4*  ^tfi.  1 U.  n.  V.  Moriey,  ante^  p.  177. 

(c)  7  Sim.  55S.,  and  1  MyL  4- 
Cr.  S86. 
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purpose  and  yet,  a  trust  to  apply  funds  to  a  benevolent        1842. 
purpose  has  been  held  not  to  be  a  charitable  trust,  on 
the  ground  that  there  are  benevolent  purposes  which  the 
Court  cannot  construe  to  be  charitable  purposes ;  and 
Ae  trustees,  bdng  directed  to  apply  it  to  bdievolent 
Purposes,  may  apply  it  to  benevolent  purposes  which 
A^   not  charitable^  aocordmg  to  that  narrow  construc- 
^»«^      So  it  is  also  with  the  word  *' liberality,"  which 
^    peirhaps  more  vague,  for  persons  may  take  very 
^''fl^r^nt  views  of  what  is  (mt  is  not  liberality.     In  this 
^^'^^^  the  direction  is  to  apply  this  fund  ^^  for  the  relief 
^^    domestic  distress,  assisting  indigent  but  deserving 
''^^i'^iduals,'*     I  confess,  in  my  view,  that  if  the  sen- 
^^^^^e  had  ended  here,  I  should  have  said  that  this 
^^^^     a  good  charitable  purpose;* for  its  object  is  to 
^l^eve  distress  by  assisting  indigent  but  deserving  in- 
^^^duals,  and  that  would  be  a  valid  charitable  purpose 
^^^*ii3C  of  the  word  •^  indigent  ;**  but  the  testator  goes 
^^  to  say  ^*  or  encouraging  undertakings  of  general 
^^ty,  in  such  mode  and  proportions  as  their  own  dis- 
^^etion  may  suggest,  irresponsible  to  any  person  or 
^^^rsons  whomsoever.'*      Now  a  charitable  purpose  may 
^"^ry  well,  I  conceive,  be  a  purpose  of  general  utility  ; 
^ut  the  question,  which  seems  to  me  to  arise  in  this 
^^ase,  as  in  the  case  of  a  gift  to  benevolent  purposes,  is, 
^^e   all  purposes    of  general  utility  necessarily  such 
purposes  as  this  Court  deems  to  be  charitable?    I  own, 
%hat  in  my  opinion,  according  to  the  decisions  which 
Iiave  taken  place  in  this  Court,  they  are  not.      The 
iKTords  ^  general  utility^  are  so  large,  that  they  compre* 
hend  purposes  which   are   not  cliaritable,  and,  com- 
prising purposes  which  are  not  charitable,^j  the  trustees 
have  an  option  to  apply  them  to  purposes  which  are 
not  charitable,  and  consequently  to  divert  the  trust- 
fund  from  those  purposes  which  this  Court  is  in  the 
habit  of  considering  charitable. 

X4  Ido 


so« 
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KendauT 

V. 

Qrangbr. 


I  do  not  venture  to  say  that  I  am  well  satisfied  wit] 
all  the  decisions  that  have  taken  place  on  this  subject 
I  think  that  there  are  older  cases,  shewing  perhap 
that  the  Court  would,  in  a  case  where  charitable  pui 
poses  were  mentioned,  have  taken  care  that  the  applies 
tion  should  have  been  made  to  those  purposes ;  but  I  d 
not  feel  myself  at  liberty  to  depart  from  the  decisicm 
which  have  been  made  on  that  subject.  Concelvinj 
myself  bound  by  authority,  I  must  declare  that  this  i 
not  a  trust  which  can  be  carried  into  effect  as  a  cha 
ritable  purpose. 


Jtdy  S2. 

ApmsnS 
mortgagee  can 
sustain  a  bill 
of  foreclosure 
against  the 
mortgagor 
and  subse- 
quent mort- 
gageesy  with- 
out making 
thedjgn^mort- 
gagceaparty. 


RICHARDS  t;.  COOPER. 

npHE  Plm«tiff,  who  was  the  second  mortgagee  o 
-^  some  property,  filed  his  bill  of  foreclosure  agains 
the  assignees  of  the  mortgagor,  and  the  mortgagees  sub 
sequent  to  himself,  but  without  making  the  first  mort 
gagee  a  party. 

Mr.  Pemberfon  and  Mr.  JV.  James^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Bagshawfj  for  Wood,  the  fourth  mortgagee,  oh 
jected,  that  the  first  mor^gee  ought  to  have  been  mad 
a  party  to  the  suit,  for  his  client  was  desirous  of  redeem 
ing,  and  ought  to  have  tlie  opportunity  of  redeeming  al 
parties  without  the  necessity  of  commencing  anothe 
suit  against  the  first  mortgagee. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  overruled  the  objectioc 
and  made  the  ordinary  decree  for  foreclosure. 


Note.  — See  The  Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Beavor^  SFes.3V 
Hose  v.  Pflge,  2  Sim,  471,    Farmer  v.  Curtis,  ib.  466. 
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LOCKHART  v.  HARDY.  JWyM. 

l^HIS  was  a  cfeditor's  suit,  and  by  the  decree  in  the  Where,  in  an 

cause  the  usual  accounts  of  the  debts  &c.  had  ■Jn«n»tration 

suit,  It  II  re- 
I  directed  to  be  taken  by  the  Master.  ferred  to  the 

Master  to 
take  an 
^Hie  testator  had  been  tenant  for  life  of  some  pro-  account  of  the 

tj,  with  power  to  cut  timber  for  repairs  and  house  claims  are 

•^^^tc    The  petitioner^  who  was  the  party  entided  to  the  "»<*«  against 

^^^^.te  in  remainder,  carried  a  claim  into  the  Master's  gach  a  nature 

^^ce,  alleging  that  the  tenant  for  life  had  cut  down  and  J^'JI^^^'" 

^^>ld  timber  off  the  estate  to  the  value  of  several  thousand  conveniently 

E^^^iands,  and  he  claimed  the  amount  as  a  debt  due  from  them*appKcii- 

^*^^   testator's  estate.  tionmustbe 

made  to  the 
Court,  which 

TTbc  Master  was  of  opinion  that  he  was  not  authorised  ^'*  Pj'"***^* 

,  speoal  di* 

^^^     C«ke  an  account  of  this  timber,  the  claim  being  for  rectionstothe 

^^*«tc  and  not  for  a  debt,  and  no  such  question  being  J^^'jIJ^ 

*"^*-5»«d  by  the  bilU  a  suit,  action, 

or  such  other 
proceeding  as 
*XTie  reroiunderman  now  presented  a  petition,  asking  the  exigency 


*•«*   the  necessary  directjpns  might  be  given  to  the  may  require. 


ter. 


^Cr.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  Uoyd,  in  support  of  the  peti- 

^^^^  contended,  that  In  this  case  there  was  no  necessity 

^^    file  a  bin  to  substantiate  the  cidm  of  the  petitioner, 

^^Viich  was  as  much  a  debt  due  from  the  testator's  estate 


V 


^^  any  other  debt*    That  the  petitioner  could  not  bring 
^^  action  at  law,  and  that  the  Master  ought  therefore 
^  investigate  thb  claim.     That  as  all  demands  on  the 
^^te  most  be  disposed  of  before  there  oould  be  an 
^Annmstration,  the  intention  of  the  reference  was  to 

determine 
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1842.        determine  all  claims  on  the  estate,  and  that  the  Master'ik^ 
r^^^^^^    jurisdiction  must  therefore  be  commensurate. 

V. 

^^^^*  Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Shc^er^  contra.    This  is  no»« 

a  proper  case  for  the  determination  of  the  Master  upoocji 
a$davit.    The  course  of  proceeding  in  the  Master's  oflSc 
is  not  adapted  to  such  inquiry^  where  the  defence  is 
that  the  Plaintiff  acquiesced,  and  also  a  claim  of  set-oflETl^k^ 
The  Master,  too,  has  no  jurisdiction  to  award  the  cost 
of  the  investigation  in  case  the  petitioner  should  faiL 

Paynter  v.  Houston  (a),  and  Baker  v.  Martin  (b)  wi 
dted. 

I^e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  has  been  referred  to  the  Master,  in  this  case, 
take  the  necessary  accounts  of  the  estate  and  of  th^ 
debts,  in  order  to  make  a  clear  fund  for  distribution ; 
for  that  purpose  it  is  necessary  that  all  claims  againsr« 
the  estate  must  first  be  disposed  of.     It  may  happen 
that  claims  may  be  brought  forward  of  such  a  natur 
that  the  Master  has  no  authority  under  the  decree 
dispose  of  them ;  and  it  may  be  impossible  for  him  tc^^^ 
come  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion  on  them.    Lord  Eldof^^^sS 
said,  **  that  it  was  the  Master  s  duty  to  go  on  with  ihm^rM  1 
accounts  until  he  found  a  difficulty  arising  from  the  wa 
of  sufficient  powers,  and  that  then  an  application  mus 
be  made  to  the  Court,  either  by  the  Master  or  the  pav, 
ties,  to  do  that  which  is  necessary,  in  order  to  suppi 
the  defect  of  his  authority.*' 

I   think  that   where  such  difficulties  arise   in 
Master's  office,  they  must  be  brought  before  the 

siderati< 

{a).  5  Mer.  297,  (5)  5  iSirm.  38a 
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asid^ntkm  of  the  Coart,  and  the  Court  will  either  give 
^^I>«cial  directions  to  the  Master  to  proceed,  or,  if  it  sees 
^-I^at  the  Master  cantiot  conveniently  determine  the  mat- 
'^^wr,  h  will  direct  a  bill  to  be  filed,  an  action  to  be 
V=>r<c>aght,  or  soch  other  proceedings  to  be  taken,  as  may 
deemed  proper,  according  to  the  exigency  of  the 
In  this  case  it  may  be  that  the  best  mode  of 
l^^tsnnining  the  question  will  be  by  filing  a  bill. 


1943. 


It  wis  ultimately  arranged  that  the  petitioner  should 
1^  a  billy  the  Defendants  consenting  not  to  set  up  the 
ot  Uunitationsi  otherwise  than  they  would  have 
entitled  to  do^  if  the  claim  had  been  investigated 
Che  liaster's  office. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL,  Informant,  and  the 
lilaster,  ftc.  of  the  Hospital  of  the  Holy  Jesus  in 
:NEWCASTLE^        -  •  -    PUintifis; 


AND 

Corporation  of  NEWCASTLE 


Defendants* 


JmIv  14.  SI. 

Jfou.  15. 


V 


Y  the  89  EliZi  c.  5.,  made  perpetual  by  the  21  Jac.  1«  The  59  Efa. 
€;.  1.9  it  is  enacted,  "  That  all  and  every  person  ^^^^nder 
persons  seised  of  an  estate  in  fee-simple,  their  heirs,  perton  and 

executor,.  CTh'^r 
^*talfly  fte^  and  to  create  them  bodies  corporate.    Held,  that  a  corporation  may 
^^^eroise  the  powen  given  by  the  act  to  *^  person  and  persons." 

A  corporatioa  voluntarily  founded  a  hospital  under  the  59  Eiiz.  c.  5.,  and  pro- 

^lyed  real  estates  to  be  conve?ed  to  it,  which,  however,  were  subsequently  managed 

My  the  founders.    The  founders  afterwards  sold  the  hospital  property,  and  con- 

"^^^ed  it  for  valuable  consideration  to  the  purchasers,  giving  them  an  indemnitj^ ; 

^^  they  applied  the  purchase  money,  togetner  with  other  monies  of  their  own,  in 

^^  purchase  of  the  W.  estate.    The  founders  accounted  to  the  hospital  yearly  for 

^>^re  than  the  rental  of  the  estate  sold.    Held,  that  the  hospital  was  entitled  to 

^^  a  proportion,  of  the  W.  estate,  as  the  purchase  money  of  the  charity  estate 

^oatriboted  towsnk  the  purchase  of  the  IV.  estate. 
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1842.       executors,  or  assigns,  at  his  or  their  wills  and  pi 

shall  have  full  power,  strength,  licence,  and  lawfi 
authority,  at  any  time  during  the  space  of  twenty  yeai 
next  ensuing,  by  deed  inrolled  in  the  High  Coart 
Cliancery,  to  erect,  found,  and  establish  one  or  moi 
hospitals,  Maisons  de  DieUf  abiding  places,  or  houses 
Newcastle,  correction,  at  his  or  their  will  and  pleasure,  as  well  foe 
the  finding,  sustentation,  and  relief  of  the  maimed,  pooi 
needy,  or  impotent  people,  as  to  set  the  poor  to  work 
to  have  continuance  for  ever,  and  from  time  to  time 
place  therdn  such  head  and  members,  and  such  fiumbeK-^^ 
of  poor,  as  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns  shall  seem  con-*  ^rm 
venient:  and  that  the  same  hospitals  or  houses  sc3^^ 
founded  shall  be  incorporated  and  have  perpetual  sue— ^^b" 
cessions  for  ever;"  and  that  such  hospital,  &c.  shall  Ctf 
be  a  body  corporate  and  politic,  and  have  power  to  su^»  ^c= 
and  be  sued  in  the  corporate  name,  and  have  a  commoiizaE:^ 
seal,  &c. 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  Corporation  uB^«  ^ 
NetDcastle,  in  the  year  1683,  founded  an  hospital,  callecK''^ 
**  The  Master,  Brethren,  and  Sisters  of  the  Hospital  -^^ 
of  the  Holy  Jesus,"  for  the  relief  of  poor  freemen  o^^^^ 
Neaxastle  and  their  families ;  and  for  its  endowment,^r^ ' 
they  purchased  and  caused  to  be  conveyed  to  the  hospital,  ^  '  -* 
two  estates  called  Ederley  and  Whittle. 

The  estates,  nevertheless,  continued  to  be  managed 
by  the  Corporation  of  Neaxastle^  as  if  they  had  been 
part  of  the  corporate  property ;  the  revenues  were  ap< 
plied  by  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  hospital,  and  the 
vacancies  in  the  master,  brethren,  and  sisters  of  tlie< 
hospital,  from  time  to  time,  filled  up  by  them  as  thes 
founders  and  visitors. 

In  1715,  it  became  desirable  for  the  Corporation  < 
Newcastle  to  purchase  an  estate,  called  the  Walker  estate 

fc 
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for  the  tam  of  12,220^  and  not  having  sufficient  money        1842. 
^rtbat  parpose^  they  determined  on  selling  one  of 
^etr  own  real  estates,  called  the  East  Heddon  estate, 
«iul  the  two  estates  called  Ederley  and  WhitOe,  with 
'^V'lijch  they  had  endowed  the  charity.    They  accord- 
^A^y  sold  their  own  estate  for  5200JL,  and  the  EderUy 
«itid  IVkUOe  estates  for  88152.,  and  they  carried  the   Nvwcastle. 
xnooey  to  the  corporation  chest,  and  applied  it  in  the 
^K^urchase  of  the  Walker  estate. 

Jn  1716»  and  afterwards,  they  applied  to  parliament 

*&<>    sanction  the  transaction,  and  proposed  to  secure  to 

chari^,  out  of  the  WaUcer  estate,  a  substitute  for 

charity  property  sold ;  but  failing  in  obtaining  the 

ion  of  parliament,  they  took  upon  themselves  to 

»X]Tey  the  two  charity  estates  to  the  purchasers,  and 

'^Tenanted  for  quiet  enjoyment  as  against  the  hospital, 

i<]  to  use  their  best  endeavours  to  obtain  an  actof  par- 

lent  confirming  the  title.    They  gave  bonds  of  in- 

nity  to  the  purchasers  for  performing  the  covenants 

the  deed,  and  conveyed  a  part  of  the  Walker  estate  to 

v^iasteesy  upon  condition  that  their  estate  should  cease, 

they  should  obtain  the  act  of  parliament  for  vesting 

ft  estates  in  the  purchasers  free  from  the  claims  of  the 

^Ospitd,  and  if  the  purchasers  should  quietly  enjoy  the 

^'^t^t^  without  interruption  from  the  hospital. 

The  Corporation  continued  to  apply  for  the  use  of  the 
^<^^ita],'a  sum  exceeding  the  rents  of  the  two  estates 
^^Id.  The  Municipal  Corporation  Act  (a)  passed  in 
^  'SsSy  and  an  important  change  was  made  in  the  con- 
^^-i^ution  of  the  Corporation  of  Newcastle.  The  members 
title  of  the  Corporation  were  varied,  and  the  income 
^e  corporate  property  was  carried  to  the  account  of 

"  The 
(a)  S&e  W. 4.  e. 76. 
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1842. 


The 

Attornbt- 

Gbneral 

o. 

The 
Corporation 

of 
Newcastlb. 


^<  The  Borough  Fund,"  which  was  made  iqpplicable  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  Corporaticm  and  the 
lK)rough  expenses;  in  case  of  a  deficiency^  i(  was  to 
be  raised  by  the  borough  council,  by  a  borough,  rate,  (a) 

The  above  transactions  having  been  investigated,  asait 
in  the  nature  of  an  information  and  bill  was  instituted  m 
18S6»  by  the  Attorney-General  and  the  Hospital  agamst 
the  Corporation  of  Nebocastle^  which  prayed  a  declar- 
ation that  the  hospital  was  entitled  to  such  a  proportion 
of  the  Walker  estate,  as  the  sum  of  SS15L  bore  to  the^ 
sum  of  12,220/.,  and  for  a  conveyance  thereof;  for  > 
account  of  the  rents  from  December  18S8,  and  for  a  ] 
tition  if  necessary. 


The  Walker  estate  had  latterly  produced  about  40001^ 
a  year,  and  the  expenditure  on  the  hospital  amoante^^»<s 
latterly  to  about  6002.  a  year. 


Mr.  Pembertonj  Mr.Purvist  and  Mr.  £&m/,  in  suf 
port  of  the  bill  and  information. 

The  Defendants  improperly  sold  the  estates  of  the^  ^ 
charity,  and  received  the  purchase-money  which  they^^^ 
have  invested  in  the  Walker  estate :  the  charity  is  ther 
fore  entitled  to  its  share  of  the  property  purchased  witb 
the  produce  of  its  estates.  It  is  said  that  the  hospital  i^^ 
bound  to  follow  the  land,  and  to  recover  it  back  fromt-*--* 
the  hands  of  the  present  owners;  but  a  cestui  que  trvsB^'^^ 
has  his  option  of  which  remedy  he  will  pursue,  and  hc^  ' 
may  adopt  that  which  he  thinks  most  beneficial.  Ift  ^^1 
the  Plaintiffs  proceeded  against  the  present  owners,  thc^  * 
latter  would  have  their  remedy  over  against  the  Walkei^  -^ 
estate  under  the  indemnity  deed. 

Mr-^*' 

(a)  Sect  9S. 
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Mr.  Kinderdey^  Mr.  Koe^  and  Mr.  Bates,  for  the  De-        184S. 
'isndaots,  conteoded,  first,  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  bound 
^o  seek  relief  against  the  estates,  by  following  them  Into 
^l^e  hands  <tf  the  representatives  of  the  purchasers. 


Seoondlj,  that  the  conveyance  to  the  hospital  was 
^^'•ciriiintary,  and  was  avoided   by  the  subsequent  con-    NawcASTLa. 
'v^eyanee  for  valuable  consideration  to  the  purchasers,  {a) 

Thirdly,  that  the  hospital  had  not,  under  the  act  of 
W^iiiraheihf  been  created  a  corporation;  for,  by  that 
^^AtDte,  only  ^  person  or  persons  **  were  authorized  to 
csrcate  corporations  for  the  purposes  of  the  act;  that  the 
ca.^^  did  not  give  that  power  to  corporations ;  that  con- 
o^s^oently  the  hospital  had  no  power  to  sue  in  a  cor- 
ipc^rate  character,  and  no  relief  could  therefore  be  granted 
OKB  this  record. 

Fourthly,  that  as  the  Defendants  held  the  Walker 
^Bstate  under  a  licence  in  mortmain  from  the  Crown,  and 
^LS  the  hospital  had  no  such  licence,  it  could  only  be 
^^covered  for  the  benefit  of  the  Crown. 

Andy  lastly,  that  the  new  Corporation  of  NemcastU 
^^re  not  liable  for  any  breach  of  trust  committed  by  the 
^Id  one,  otherwise  the  effect  would  be  to  throw  upon 
^b«  present  rate  payers  the  burthen  of  answering  for  the 
^^^tt  of  the  old  corporation. 

Mr.  Purois  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

B*rom  the  course  which  this  cause  has  taken  on  the 
^^^  of  the  Defendants,  I  find  it  necessary  to  read  the 

pleadings 

(a)  sr  JBIiK.c.4. 
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184$.       pleadings  in  this  case,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  quesUc 

^*^^V"^^     there  raised,  and  the  points  really  in  controversy. 

Attorney*-    on  reading  those  pleadingS,  I  find  it  necessary  to  : 

General      f^^  ^^  ^jj^  question  which    has    been   urged,   I   i« 

The  ^       mention  it  again,   in  order   that  it  may  be  furtl 

'^^^^'^  considered,  but  subject  to  that  question,  there  is  nothi 
Newcastle,  to  hinder  me  from  now  declaring  my  opinion  up 
the  case.  I  will  assume,  for  the  present,  that  this  hi 
pital  was  duly  founded  and  endowed.  If  that  be 
what  then  is  the  case  ?  There  were  two  several  esta 
conveyed  to  the  hospital,  by  the  direction  of  the  Corp< 
ation  of  Neaxastle^  for  the  use  of  the  hospital,  and 
different  persons;  and  supposing  the  hospital  to  hf 
been  well  founded  and  endowed,  the  Corporation  coi 
not,  after  that  had  been  done,  by  any  means,  alter  the  rigl 
of  the  charity.  This  position  is,  I  apprehend,  in  cc 
formity  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Court,  at  all  tin 
acted  upon ;  for  though  the  endowment  was  volunta 
and  though  the  person  who  made  it,  might  have  i 
stained  from  doing  so,  yet,  after  he  has  made  the  < 
dowment  and  founded  the  charity,  he  could  not,  of  1 
own  authority,  alter  thatendowment  (a).  The  conveyax 
was  made  to  the  hospital,  but  the  estates  seem  to  hs 
been  managed  by  the  corporation  of  Newcastle.  T 
revenue  derived  from  the  estates,  and,  if  I  correc 
understand  the  statement  which  is  made,  probably  mc 
than  the  revenue  derived  from  the  estate,  was  bei 
volently  applied  by  the  town  for  the  purposes  of  t 
hospital,  and  this  continued  for  a  great  number  of  yea 

In  the  year  1715  it  became  desirable,  for  the  Cc 
poration  of  the  town  to  purchase  the  Walker  esta 
It  appears,  from  entries  in  their  books,  that  they  h 
not  the  pecuniary  means  for  that  purpose ;  nor  had  th 
means,  through  the   unincumbered  property  in   thi 

o\ 
(a)  See  AUomey^General  v.  Dtdwich  College^  4  Beav.  9SS. 
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^^Wn  hands,  to  raise  money  for  that  purpose.    What  they        1 842. 
Jf^J'oposed  to  do  was,  to  raise  money  for  the  purpose,  by     ^^^h^*^ 
^^ filing  the  estate  called  Easi  Hcddon^  which  was  their    Attornby- 
■^^'^^  and  by  selling  two  of  the  estates  with  which  they      ^^neral 
■^  «ci  several  years  before  endowed  the  charity.   They  had         The 
"»o   light  to  do  that,  no  right  to  sell  those  estates  not    ^n^^**^" 
^^2sted  in  them;  and  so  far  as  they  had  any  rights  as   Newcastle. 
K^unders  and  visitors,  those  rights  could  only  be  ex- 
cised in  conformity  with  the  trusts  they  had  created. 
le  whole  sum  they  had  to  raise  amounted  to  12,220/. 
icy  proceeded  to  make  the  sale,  and  sold  their  own 
(^ate^  the  Ead  Heddon^  for  5200/.  They  sold  the  charity 
senate  at  Whittle  for  2200/.,  and  sold  the  charity  estate 
JSderley  for  1615/^,  and  by  these  means  they  brought 
:>wiey  into  their  own  coffers  to  the  amount  of  about 
» OOOfi     As  the  estate  of  Walker  was  conveyed  to  them, 
x^d   it  does  not  appear  there  was  any  charge  on  it, 
same  that  they  obtained  the  remaining  sum  by 
means.     All  this  was  done  in  a  manner  which 
knew  to  be  invalid.    They  applied  to  parliament 
its  assent    What  they  proposed  was,  that  parlia- 
*xit  should  sanction  the  alienation  of  the    charity 
,  and  sanction  a  substitute  being  given  to  the  cha- 
out  of  the  Walker  estate.    After  long  consideration  it 
iirs  they  failed  in  obtaining  the  sanction  of  parliament, 
tiie  ground,  I  presume,  that  they  did  not  shew  that 
**^^.t  they  proposed  was  beneficial  to  the  charity.     Not 
-^nig  able  to  obtain  the  authority  of  parliament,  they 
r*^*^c>^*eeded  in  the  best  way  they  could  to  satisfy  the  pur- 
^^^ers;  they  took  upon  themselves  to  make  conveyances 
^^e  purchasers,  and  gave  bonds  of  indemnity;  they 
^^*^>oared  a  conveyance  to  be  made  to  trustees  for  the 
^^^^tiljer  indemnity  of  the   purchasers,   and  the  pur- 
^^^ers  had  therefore  as  good  notice  of  this  transaction 
^^^  '^lie  vendors. 

Vol.  V.  y  The 
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Newcastle. 


The  matter  has  gone  on  from  that  time  to  this;  a 
it  appears,  from  the  statement  made  in  the  corporati 
books,  which  is  in  no  way  disputed,  to  be  a  thing  p 
fectly  manifest,  that  the  purchase  money  arising  fin 
the  charity  estates  was  mixed  with  funds  belong! 
to  the  corporation,  and  applied  in  the  purchase  of  ' 
Walker  estate.  The  counsel  for  the  Defendants  prope 
abstained  from  endeavouring  to  shew  from  the  figu 
that  it  must  not  have  been  so.  After  a  long  lapse 
time  the  persons  who  advise  the  Hospital  have  thooj 
fit  to  have  this  transaction  investigated,  and  the  qaest 
is,  what  are  the  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  i 
cumstances  I  have  stated,  which  I  state  without  p 
judice  to  the  question  I  adverted  to  in  the  outset. 


It  has  been  singularly  put  at  the  bar,  that  if  th 
are  two  remedies,  if  the  charity  can  either  follow  i 
estate,  or  sue  for  the  substitute  obtained  by  the  tr 
tee  for  the  estate :  —  if  it  has  an  option,  then  that  tl 
course  ought  to  be  adopted  which  is  most  beneficial 
the  person  who  committed  the  breach  of  trust.  T 
proposition  is  quite  a  new  one;  I  have  always  understc 
that  if  the  cestui  que  trust  suffers  from  a  breach  of  tri 
he  is  entitled  to  that  remedy  which  is  most  beneficial 
himself;  and  we  find  every  day  that  with  respect  to 
restitution  of  property,  in  cases  where  money  has  b 
laid  out  on  an  improper  security,  the  cestui  que  ti 
chooses  that  course  which  is  most  beneficial  to  hims 
And  that  is  the  law  of  this  Court. 


Next  it  is  said  that  this  is  a  new  corporation.  I  hi 
had  on  more  than  one  occasion  to  consider  the  eflfecl 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  on  this  point,  and  I  hi 
considered  that  it  is  not  a  new  corporation,  bal 
newly  constituted  government  of  the  old  corporatic 
that  what  is  called  the  new  corporation  remains  subj 
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to  all  the  liabilities  of  the  old  corporation,  and  which        1842. 
ar^  to  be  satbfied  in  the  same  manner  as  if  no  alteration     '^^^j^^^ 
bad  taken  place,  {a)     No  doubt  some  hardship  occurs    attornky- 
where  liabilities  are  fixed  on  the  ratepayers  in  a  town      Oweral 
which  they  were  not  subject  to  before  the  act;  but  the         The 
liabilities  of  the  old  corporation  pass  with  their  cor-        T»rano 
porate  property  to  the  new  corporation,  which  is  a  con-    Newcastle. 
tinuation  of  the  old  corporation,   with   a  change  of 
government.  There  are  many  very  great  political  changes 
efiected  by  the  act,  but  in  other  respects  the  corporation 
is  not  legally  changed. 

We  come,  therefore,  to  this  position,  that  the  Cor- 
poration, having  the  possession  of,  and  power  over,  the 
oharity  property,  sold  it,  and  received  into  their  own 
oofiers  the  purchase-money,  and  laid  it  out  as  their 
money  with  other  money  which  was  really  their  own,  in 
Xhe  purchase  of  another  estate.    As  thb  was  a  breach  of 
duty  in  those  persons  who  had  the  control  of  the  pro- 
perty, the  cestuisqucirust  have  a  right  to  select  which  relief 
they  will  have,  and  they  claim  relief  against  the  estate  that 
was  purchased.     What  they  say  to  the  Defendants  is 
this:  "You  purchased  the  estate  for  12,220/.;  we  desire 
to  have  such  a  proportion  of  the  estate  as  our  purchase- 
money  bore  to  the  whole ;  we  ask  to  have  so  much  of 
the  estate  as  will  correspond  in  value  to  the  proportion 
which  our  part  of  the  purchase-money  bore  to  the  whole 
purchase-money  laid  out.'^ 

I  cannot  think  there  can  be  a  reasonable  doubt  of 
their  right  to  that,  provided  they  have  the  right  to  sue. 
I  think  the  result  of  this  case  must  depend  upon  that 
question :  —  raised  probably  by  surprise,  but  if  it  is 
properly  raised  by  the  pleadings,  the  Defendants  have 

a  right  to  have  the  benefit  of  it. 

I  will 
(a)  AUomey-General  v.  Kerr,  S  Beav,  429. 
Y2 
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I  will  read  the  pleadings,  and  see  whether  the  qnes 
tion  as  to  the  constitution  of  the  charity,  is  raised  a 
these  pleadings,  for  if  it  is  not,  I  think  it  is  too  mac 
to  say  that  the  Defendants  are  entitled  to  advance  it  fa 
surprise  on  the  other  parties  at  the  hearing. 


July  SI.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  an  objection  was  raised  during  the  argi 
ment  for  the  Defendants,  with  respect  to  the  constitutio 
of  the  charity,  and  the  right  of  the  hospital  to  sue  i 
a  corporate  character.  It  was  doubtful,  whether  thi 
question  had  been  raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  on  lool 
ing  at  the  pleadings  it  certainly  is  very  doubtful  wh( 
ther  the  question  is  properly  raised  or  not ;  for  althougl 
on  one  or  two  occasions  it  is  submitted  to  the  Cour 
whether  there  was  a  due  constitution  of  the  corporatioi 
it  is  more  than  once  admitted,  in  the  same  answer,  tbf 
there  was  a  corporation;  it  becomes  however  quite  in: 
material,  because  on  looking  into  the  Commentaries  c 
Sir  Edward  Coke  on  this  very  statute,  he  has  fully  pre 
vided  for  and  fully  answered  all  the  objections  rabe 
on  that  point  {a)  The  decree  must  be,  that  the  Coi 
poration  of  Newcastle  are  to  be  considered  as  trustees  c 
such  a  proportion  of  the  purchased  estate  as  the  pui 
chase-money  derived  from  the  charity  estate  bears  t 
the  whole  purchase-money ;  and  it  must  be  referred  t 
the  Master  to  inquire  what  that  is,  if  it  be  necessar 
to  make  any  inquiry.     It  was  alleged  on  the  hearing 

tha 


(a)  2  Co.  Inst.  722.  n.  1.— 
"  These  words"  [i.  e.  all  and 
every  person  and  persons]  '*  re- 
gularly doe  extend  to  any  body 
politick  or  corporate,  but  not  to 
such  as  are  restrained  by  any 
act  of  parliament  to  alien  &c.j 


but  doth  extend  to  such  bodic 
politick  and  corporate  as  ma 
alien  :  as  maiors  and  comminal 
ties,  baylilfes  and  burgesses  8tc 
and  the  like,  and  to  all  otbe 
persons  whatsoever." 
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that  it  would  appear  that  the  whole  of  those  sums 
were  not  really  derived  from  the  sale  of  the  charity 
estate,  as  part  of  those  sums  had  been  applied  in  pur- 
chasing up  leasehold  interests  granted  by  the  hospital 
^nd  existing  at  the  time.  No  detail  was  entered  into 
^pon  the  subject,  and  I  am  unable  to  form  any  opinion 
^pon  it;  but  if  necessary,  it  must  be  referred  to  the 
^■faster  to  inquire  what  proportion  of  the  whole  pui> 
^base-mcmey  was  paid  with  the  purchase-money  derived 
'W^m  the  charity  estates. 


1842. 


The 

Attobnby- 

Genbral 

V. 

The 
Corporation 

of 
Newcastle. 


I  dunk  the  whole  8815/.  being  the  amount  of  the 
^^ooies  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  Whittle  and  Ederley 
^^tates,  must  be  taken  to  have  been  so  applied,  unless 
'^bc  Defendants  can  shew  that  they  could  not  have 
^^btained  such  a  price  except  by  putting  themselves 
^  n.  a  situation  to  give  possession,  which  could  not  have 
^^^^en  done  without  buying  up  the  leases;  the  real 
C^^archase-money  obtained  will  then  be  the  whole  pur« 
^^base-money  received,  less  the  sum  given  for  surren- 
dering up  the  leases.  If  the  Defendants  can  prove 
^Imose  sums,  I  should  certainly  be  disposed  to  say  they 
^^tsght  to  be  deducted.  What  I  take  to  be  established 
^^9  that  12,220/.  was  the  whole  purchase-money  of  the 
f^^ker  estate ;  and  the  amount  of  those  several  sums 
^^f*  220021  and  161  Sl^  must,  primiL  facie^  be  taken  as 
«si.Viog  been  applied  in  the  purchase.  But  if  this  was 
^'^crily  not  the  value  of  the  charity  estates,  but  the  value 
^^f  the  estates  and  the  existing  leases,  then  you  would 
"^.'we  to  deduct  the  value  of  the  existing  leases,  provided 
^o^  state  of  the  account  between  the  charity  and  the 
^^^»^radon  is  ascertained,  for  there  is  not  the  means 
^^^  doing  it  otherwbe.  The  purchase-money,  after  the 
^^^actions,  will  be  the  amount  of  the  charity  estate  ap- 
t^^i^  to  the  purchase  of  the  Walker  estate. 


ys 


Ido 
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I  do  not  think  the  expenses  ought  to  be  deducted  at 
all.  The  arrangement  was  merely  for  the  advantage 
and  benefit  of  the  Corporation,  and  they,  tlierefore,  must 
pay  the  costs  of  it. 


Declare  the  Hospital  entitled  to  such  part  of  the 
Walker  estate  as  is  commensurate  with  the  amount  ol 
purchase-money  contributed  by  the  charity  estate,  and 
that  the  whole  amount  of  the  produce  of  the  chari^ 
estates  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  contributed,  unless 
it  shall  appear  that  some  portion  of  it  was  applied  in  th< 
purchase  of  existing  leasehold  interests  granted  by  th( 
hospital ;  and  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whethi 
any  and  what  sums  were  so  applied  m  the  purchase 
such  leasehold  interest. 


Note. — An  Appeal  b  pending  in  the  House  of  Lords. 


^ 
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1842, 

KELLAWAY  v.  JOHNSON.     '  jufy29. 

^L3Y  the  setUement,  made  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Consols  were 
""^^^  Mrs.  LeUs  in  1797,  a  sum  of  9000/.  consols  was   leparateuse* 

^^«ed  in  trustees,  upon  trust  for  Mrs.  Ijctts  for  her  se-  J*"^?.®  '^'^f, 
__  -.     i.i.       .  1  .    ^  t       1      1       •■  ^     ..«.      for  life,  with 

F^^rate  use  for  hfe,  with  remamder  to  her  husband  for  life,  a  power  to 

''^^ith  remainder  to  the  children  of  the  marriage,  and  if  u^^^jjl^^nj 

^-l^^re  sfadold  be  none  {which  event  happened),  in  trust,  the  settlement 

^k^    to  one  half  for  such  persons  as  Mrs.  Letis  should  by  ^IJJer'for  the 

^'w  ill  appoint,  and  in  default  for  her  next  of  kin.  trustees,  with 

the  consent  in 
writing  of  the 

The  settlement  contained  a  power  for  the  trustees,  ^*^®»  *®  *^'®'' 

^  the  securities. 

'^w  ith  the  consent  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  LeitSy  and  the  sur-  The  trustees, 

^^i-^ror,  testified  in  writing  under  their  hands  or  hand,  to  ^^^^^^l  ^^"^j 

^t^ll  the  consols,  and  invest  the  produce  "  upon  any  the  Consols, 

otJber  public,  or  on  real  security  or  securities  with  in-  ^^^  produce 

'^csjL  est,  or  in  the  public  stocks  or  funds,  or  in  the  pur-  >"  Long  An- 

^^lm«8e  of  freehold  or   copyhold   hereditaments;"   and  theyafter- 

*i"om  time  to  time,  with  such  consent  and  approbation,  ^*^^*  ^°*|* 

'^^>    alter  and  transpose  the  same,  and  to  sell  and  dispose  money  on 

o**   the  hereditaments  so  to  be  purchased;   and  such  ^"^Jr^Ji^jJldg 

^^xeditaments  were  to  be  considered  as  money,  and  received  by 
>— ^  —  1      X  *  the  husband, 

F»«*sonal  estate.  ^h^  invested 

it  in  lease- 
In  1799  the  four  trustees  sold  out  the  consols,  and  ^ife  received 
'^ta^  produce,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  2040/.,  was  in-  *^?  f^"8  4°' 

^««ted  in  the  purchase  of  102Z.  long  annuities.  sold,  and 

J-   afterwards 
^  -  joined  her 

^^^slMiid  in  executing  a  deed,  reciting  that  the  sale  of  the  Long  Annuities  and  the 
^^^^■equeot  investments  had  been  with  her  consent.    Held,  that  the  appointees  of 
^^^  fund  under  her  will  were  entitled,  as  against  the  husband  and  trustees,  to 
^'^^etbe  Consols  replaced,  and  that  the  interest  over  which  the  wife  had  a  general 
^^^er  of  appointment  was  not  liable  to  make  good  the  breach  of  trust. 

%ce  the  orders  o(  August  1841,  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  all  the  persons  com- 
tUittiDg  a  breach  of  trust  parties  to  a  suit  for  its  restitution. 
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1842.  In  FebruatylSOl  the  long  annuities  were  sold  by  t 

^^^^^^^  trustees,  and  the  produce,  amounting  to  176021 15s.,  ^ 

V,  lent  on  bond.     The  bond  was  afterwards  paid,  and  1 


Johnson. 


amount  was  received  by  Mr.  Letts. 

The  dividends  on  the  3000L  and  the  long  annaiti 
until  sold,  were  received  by  Mrs.  Letts ;  but  no  otl 
part  of  the  income,  so  far  as  appeared  by  the  eviden 
had  been  received  by  her. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  in  September  ISOlf  and  execu 
by  and  made  between  Thomas  Letts  and  Esther  his  ¥ 
of  the  one  part,  and  two  of  the  trustees  of  the  other  pi 
after  reciting  the  sale  by  the  four  trustees  of  the  said  k 
annuities,  at  the  request  and  by  the  consent  and  app 
bation  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Letts  (testified  by  their  sign 
and  executing  that  deed),  and  the  placing  out  the  p 
duce  thereof,  with  the  like  consent  and  approbation 
such  bond  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  Thomas  L 
had  received  nearly  the  whole  of  the  monies  then 
received,  and  was  desirous  of  placing  out  the  same 
the  purchase  of  leasehold  premises,  or  other  perso 
security  to  the  best  advantage  he  could,  and  after 
citing  that  he  had,  with  1250/.,  purchased  certain  lea 
holds,  Mi\  Letts  thereby  acknowledged  the  1250/.  i 
the  produce  of  the  trust  monies,  and  that  he  woi 
at  the  request  of  his  wife  or  the  trustees,  assign 
leaseholds  to  the  trustees ;  and  he  covenanted  with 
trustees  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  his  wife  to  rec( 
the  rents  for  her  life. 

Mrs.  Letts  died  in  1818,  without  having  had  ; 
child,  having,  by  her  will^  appointed  her  moiety  in  ti 
to  divide  amongst  her  nephews  and  nieces,  in  her ' 
named,  including  therein  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Kellaway 


] 
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IWf r.  Letts  died  in  1 884,  1 842, 


JonNffON. 


Kellawat 

TThis  bill  was  filed  ia  1885,  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.i&/to-  v. 

xccn/9  the  limited  personal  representatives  of  Mrs.  LettSj 

and  claiming  under  her  will,  against  the  representatives 

of  'Mr.  Leits^  the  representatives  of  three  out  of  the  four 

trustees,  and  the  other  appointees  under  the  will  of  Mrs» 

I^tSf  seeking  to  charge  the  estate  of  Mr.  Letts  and  the 

estates  of  the  three  trustees  with  a  breach  of  trust  in 

investing  the  trust  funds  in  the  manner  above  stated. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Dixon  contended  that  the 
representatives  both  of  Mr.  Letts,  and  of  the  three 
trustees,  were  bound  to  replace  the  moiety  of  the  8000/. 
consols  improperly  sold  out,  and  invested  in  funds  not 
^'arranted  by  the  settlement;  and  also  to  pay  the  amount 
of  the  dividends  accrued  since  the  death  of  Mr.  LettSj 
And  the  costs  of  the  suit.  They  insisted  also  that  the 
Plaintifis  were  entitled  to  have  a  lien  on  the  leasehold 
I  for  the  amount* 


Mr.  Kinderdeyj  Mr.  CooJcey  Mr.  Koe,  Mr.  Ellison^ 
^Ax.Uqydj  TAr.Payntery  sxiHi  Mr.  Lcroat  for  parties  in 
tlie  same  interest,  and 

Mr.  George  Turner,  Mr.  Lewis,  Mr.  PurviSy  Mr.  Faber, 
^dx.Iinney,  and  Mr.  Bacon  for  the  representatives  of 
JUUs,  and  of  the  three  trustees,  argued  as  follows:  — 

tSrs.  Letts  concurred  in  the  selling  out  of  the  trust 
Aind,  and  she  had  the  benefit  of  it,  by  receiving  the  Long 
-A.QDnities.  She  afterwards  executed  a  deed  detailing 
tlie  transactions,  acknowledging  that  they  had  taken 
place  with  her  consent  and  approbation,  and  therefore 
confinning  them.  She  is  to  be  treated  as  a  feme  sde, 
Ui  regard  to  this  property,  and  having  concurred,  her 

whole 


SOT  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1842.  whole  interest  is  liable  to  indemnify  the  Defendants,  (n 

jT^^^^^"^  In  Ryder  v.  Bickerton{b)  Lord  Hardwicke  discusse 

V.  the  liability  of  a  married  woman.      He  sajrs,  **  thei 


Johnson. 


is  another  point,  where  it  is  said,  that  there  xdim 
be  a  case  in  which  a  married  woman  may  not  hai 
power  to  act  within  the  terms  of  a  trust  created  befoi 
marriage,  and  yet  if  she  draw  in  a  trustee  to  do  ai 
thing  against  her  benefit,  she,  being  so  concerned,  sha 
not  afterwards  be  admitted  to  take  advantage  of  i 
against  the  trustee,  which  I  believe  b  so/' 

The  property  was  settled  for  her  s^arate  use^  witbbi 
any  restriction  against  anticipation,  which  was  not  the  cai 
in  Hockley  v.  Bantock]{c) ;  and  having  a  general  pow< 
of  appointment,  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  her  appointee 
who  are  mere  volunteers,  is  subject  to  her  debts  an 
liabilities  (^O.  In  Heatley  v.  Thomas  {e)  proper^  wi 
settled  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  wonoao,  an 
she  had  a  general  power  of  appointmg  by  will ;  and 
was  held  that  the  property  was  liable  to  pay  a  bon 
which  she  had  executed. 

The  trustees  had  the  power  of  investing  in  pubL 
securities,  and  might  invest  in  Long  Annuities.  The 
had  the  option  of  investing  on  real  security,  and  ar< 
therefore,  only  liable  for  the  principal  money,  and  nc 
for  the  stock  and  dividends.     Marsh  v.  Hunter  (g). 

[7T4^  Master  of  the  Rolls.  They  had  a  right  t 
sell  out  to  make  a  proper  investment;  but  here  th 
consols  were  improperly  sold  out  to  make  an  imprope 

investmeni 

(fl)  Trafford  v.  Boehm,  .T  Alk,  (rf)  See    Jcnney   v.  Andrew 

444  ;  Woodyatt  ▼.  Gredeif,  8  Sim,       6  Mad.  264. 
ISO.;  Booth  V.  Booths  I  Beavan,  {e)  15  Ves,  596. 

185.  (g)  6  Mad.  295.  i    and  se 

(fi)  3  Stcanst.  80.  n.  llockUif  v.  Banlock,  l  Rim.  141. 

(c)  1  Rums.  141,  and  WaUi  ▼.  Girdlestone^  pott. 
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jn^vestment.     Supposing  tbem  liable  at  all,  tbey  are 
cl^simrly  liable  for  the  consols.] 

V, 

JLastly,  no  relief  can  be  bad  on  this  record,  as  there      Johnson. 
is    smo  r^resentative  before  the  Court  of  Mr.  Fixeti^  one 
of  -the  trustees,  guilty  of  the  breach  of  trust. 

^JMur»  Pemberton  in  reply. 

rFhe  trustees  had  no  right  to  sell  out  the  stock  ex- 
cept in  the  manner  authorised  by  the  power,  vb^  upon 
an    authority  in  writing.     The  sale  took  place  without 
the  written  authority  of  the  wife^  and  for  an  improper 
purpose,  and  the  acts  of  concurrence  relied  on  are.  not 
l>inding  on  a  married  woman  (a). 

The  S2nd  order  of  August  1841  (i)  renders  it  un« 
necessary  to  make  all  the  trustees  parties  (c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  bill  filed  to  make  good  a  breach  of  trust 

Under  the  following  circumstances.     On  the  marriage  of 

^ir.  and  Mrs.  Letts  a  settlement  was  made  of  a  sum  of 

^OooL  consols,   the  dividends  of  which  were  to  be 

paid  to  the  wife  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  with 

'^'^nawnder  to  Mr.  LettSj  with  remainder  to  the  children 

^^^  the  marriage,  and  if  no  children,  one  half  of  the 

I^*'incipal  was  to  go  to  the  husband,   and  the  other 

•"^If  to  such  persons  as  the  wife  should  appoint  by 

"^^ill,  and  there  was  a  gift  over  in  default  of  appoint- 

^^^^nt.    There  was  a  power  for  the  trustees,  with  the 

^^^»isent  in  writing  of  the  husband  and  wife,  to  sell 

^^  stock,  and  invest  the  produce  on  public  or  real 

^rities,  or  securities  at  interest,  or   in   the  public 

stocks 

^)  Sec   Hopkku  V,   My(fiff         (c)  See  Perrjf  y,  fnoU^  ante, 
-*^«««.4-  ilf.86.  p.  294. 

^*)  Ord.  Can.  174, 


Johnson. 
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18'42.       stocks  or  funds,  or  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  or  copji 
h^~^^^      hold  hereditaments.     The  stock  was  sold  out,  not  fa 

V.  any  of  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  settlement,  bu.^^: 

for  the  purpose  of  applying  it  in  the  purchase  of  102^^^ 
Long  Annuities.     In  February  1801   these  Long  Aim^^ 
nuities  were  sold  for  1760/.  155.     This  money,  instea-^E^: 
of  being  invested  in  any  of  the  securities  pointed  our  .mK^^m 
was  lent  on  bond;  and  the  bond  was  aflerwards  pai. 
off,  and  Mr.  LettSj  who  received  the  money,  applied  t 
in  the  purchase  of  a  leasehold  estate. 

A  more  clear  breach  of  trust  was  never  committee:^ 
The  wife  afterwards  executed  the  deed  of  1801,  which  di  f 
not  bind  her,  because  she  was  induced  by  the  husbanc:^ 
who  had  the  benefit  of  the  breach  of  trust,  to  execut 
this  deed.  The  wife  by  her  will  executed  the  powei 
and  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  under  the  will.  She  di< 
in  1818,  having  had  no  children  and  she  left  her  husban . 
surviving.  He  died  on  the  26th  o(  February  18S4*,  anj 
his  executors  are  the  first  named  Defendants  on  thL^ 
record.  The  question  is,  if  the  representatives  of  McI 
Letts  and  the  trustees  who  concurred  are  not  answe 
able;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  trustees  are  answerable 
together  with  the  representatives  of  Mr.  Letis^  wh«- 
had  the  benefit  of  the  breach  of  trust.  If  the  stock  ha»  j 
not  been  improperly  sold  out  for  an  improper  purpos^^^ 
there  would  have  been  no  loss  or  diminution  of  th»  j 
trust  fund.  All  the  trustees  were  parties  to  it;  all  th»  ^ 
trustees  concurred  in  selling  the  Long  Annuities ;  anc^^ 
each  and  every  of  them  is  answerable  for  any  futur^'*^^-  ^ 
loss,  the  root  and  cause  of  such  loss  being  the  original -^^  ^^^ 
selling  out  of  the  stock.  The  estates  of  the  trustees^^^^^*' 
therefore,  are  all  liable;  the  stock  must  be  replaceC^^*'^^'^ 
with  the  dividends  since  the  death  of  Letts.  The  Ic 
hold  estate,  in  the  purchase  of  which  the  trust  fund  wa 
invested,  still  exists,  and  the  Plaintifis  have  a  right 
make  it  available  to  satisfy  the  breach  of  trust. 

I  thini 
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I  think  it  is  not  necessary  to  have  all  the  persons 
l&Able  before  the  Court;  for  under  the  new  orders,  if  one 
trustee  only  was  present,  I  should  make  a  decree  against 
him^  leaving  him  to  seek  contribution  from  the  other 
trustees. 


1842. 

KbLLAWAY 
V, 

Johnson. 


It  was  declared  that  the  estates  of  Letts  and  of  the 
trustees  were  liable  to  replace  one  moiety  of  the  3000/. 
oonsolsy  and  to  make  good  the  dividends  accrued  since 
the  death  of  Mr.  Letts,  and  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit ; 
and  it  was  declared  that  the  leasehold  estate  and  the  rents 
I'eceived  since  the  death  of  Mr.  IjettSj  were  specifically 
liable  to  the  claim  of  the  appointees  of  Mrs.  Letts. 


WILLIAMS  V.  WENTWORTH. 


July  QO,  21. 
Afiguit  1. 


TN  this  case,  the  Plaintifi*,  representing  himself  to  be  a  The  law  will 
creditor  of  Charles  Henry  Tubb  deceased,  filed  his  JJjS  con^' 
*^ttU  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  creditors  of  tract,  and  give 
^he  same  person,  to  obtain  payment  of  his  and  the  other  mand  or  debt 
^^bts  out  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  debtor.  «g«in.»*  the 
-'^e  heir  at  law  put  in  a  demurrer  to  the  bill,  and  alleged  estate,  for 
^bat  upon  the  bill  it  did  not  appear  that  the  Plamtiff  peS  forthe 

*^  a  creditor.  necessary  pro- 

tection of  his 
person  and 
*lTie  case  was  this:  —  Charles  Heiiry  Tubb  was  a  lu-  ®*"l*** 
^^c ;  the  Plaintiff  petitioned  for  a  commission  of  lunacy,  commission  of 
•^ioh  was  duly  issued.     Upon  the  inquisition,  a  verdict  ^""»<^y»  ^'  P' 

^Unacy  was  obtained,  and  upon  the  trial  of  a  traverse,  auisition, 

found  lunatic, 
^^  and  the  vcr- 
confinned  upon  the  trial  of  a  traverse.   Before  the  costs  had  been  ordered 


^ifit 


^r 


b«  raised  A.  B.  died.    Held,  that  under  the  5  &  4  fK.  4.  c.  104.  the  real  estate 
^e  lonatic  was  liable  for  the  costs  of  the  proceedings. 
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1842.  was  confirmed.  By  an  order  of  the  Lord  Chanoell 
it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  tax  the  costs:  to 
quire  what  fund  there  was  for  payment,  and  if  no  fu 
ENTwoRTn.  ^},gjhg^.  it  y^onld  be  proper  to  raise  the  amoant  by  i 
or  mortgage  of  the  real  estate.  Pending  the  prooe 
ings  before  the  Master,  the  lunatic  died;  and  the  Li 
Chancellor,  acting  under  his  jurisdiction  in  lunacy,  I 
no  longer  power  to  raise  the  costs  by  sale  or  mortgi 
of  the  lunatic's  estate,  but  under  an  order  afterwa 
made,  the  costs  were  taxed  at  the  sum  of  1168/.  I6s. : 
The  Master's  report  was  confirmed,  and  by  an  ord 
made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  *^  in  the  matter  of  1 
lunacy,"  it  was  declared  that  the  costs  had  been  prope; 
incurred  for  the  benefit  of  the  lunatic,  and  the  I 
also  alleged,  that  they  were  necessary  for  the  protect! 
of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  lunatic. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Dixon^  for  the  heir-at-law, 
support  of  the  demurrer. 

The  Plaintiff  has  no  valid  demand  as  against  the  n 
estate  of  the  lunatic.  He  must  rest  his  claim  on  t 
3  &  4  W^.  4.  c.  104.,  which  makes  the  real  estate  of  p< 
sons  ^'  assets  to  be  administered  in  courts  of  equity  I 
the  payment  of  the  just  debts  of  such  person,  as  w 
debts  due  on  simple  contract  as  on  specialty!*  This 
not  a  debt  on  specialty :  if  it  were,  it  would  be  plait 
invalid,  being  created  by  a  lunatic ;  is  it  then  a  debt 
simple  contract?  Now  this  claim  is  not  in  the  ordina 
use  of  the  term  a  ^^  debt''  at  all ;  nor  is  it  possible  tt 
any  contract  could  be  entered  into  between  the  lunat 
and  the  Plaintiff.  It  would  be  extraordinary  indeed,  il 
stranger  by  his  voluntary  interference  could  charge  t 
heir.    In  Carter  v.  Beard  (a)  a  person  who  was  a  lunat: 

b 

(«)  10  Sim.  7. 


Wentworth. 
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bat  had  not  been  found  to  be  so  by  inquisition,  died,        1842. 
aeised  of  a  small  freehold  estate,  but  not  possessed  of     ^^^^"^ 
any  personal  property.     His  stepfather  had  received  the  ^      v: 
rents  df  the  estate,  and  had  expended  more  than  the 
amount  of  them  in  maintaining  the  lunatic;  he  had  also 
paid  the  lunatic's  funeral  expenses.    It  was  held  that  he 
was  not  entitled^  under  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  104.,  to  be  paid 
ehber  the  surplus  expenditure,  or  the  amount  of  the 
faneral  expenses  out  of  the  lunatic's  freehold  estate. 

Under  the  1  fV.  4.  c.  65.  (a),  the  Lord  Chancellor  has 
power  to  sell  or  charge  the  real  estates  of  a  lunatic,  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts  or  engagements,  or  the  costs  of 
obtaining  the  commission  of  lunacy;  but  the  powers  are 
expressly  limited,  (i)  That  power  has  not  been  exercised, 
and  upon  the  death  of  the  lunatic,  the  Lord  Chancellor 
had  no  longer  the  power  to  charge  the  estate,  which  then 
became  the  estate  of  the  heir,  and  was  not  the  estate  of 
the  lunatic. 

Mr.  Pemberion^  Mr.  G.  Turner j  and  Mr.  WUlcockj  in 
support  of  the  bill. 

Iq  the  case  of  a  lunatic  the  law  raises  a  contract,  by 
implication,  for  necessaries,  in  the  same  way  as  it  does 
in  the  case  of  an  infant,  and,  as  against  a  husband,  for 
necessaries  supplied  (o  his  wife.  Manby  v.  Scott,  (c) 
Baxter  v.  Lord  Portsmouth  (d),  WentwoHh  v.  Tubb.  {e) 
In  Haxard  v.  Lord  Digby  (g).  Lord  Brougham  con- 
sidered a  lunatic  was  as  liable  for  money  paid  to  his 
use  for  necessaries,  &c.  as  a  person  of  sound  mind, 
for  otherwise  he  might  be  left  destitute;  and  his  Lord- 
ship, 

(fl)  Sect  28.  (e)  1  r.  4-  C.iCh,  Ca.)  171.; 

(^)  Sect.  30.  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 

(c)  1  Sid.\l9.  Nov.W.  1S49. 

id)  SB.tC.  no.  (g)  2  CL  i  Fin.  634. 
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1842.        ship,  after  stating  the  facts  of  Lord  PortsmouiVs  ca$e, 
^jpv"^^     said,  "  The  practice  is  the  same  in  Chancery  on  matters 
»        V.  of  lunacy.    Nothing  is  more  common  than  for  the  Chan- 

Wentwobth.  cellor  to  confirm  a  Master's  report  making  allowances 
to  ji.  B.  for  monies  paid  for  the  use  of  the  lunatic— 1(^ 
C.  jD.  for  having  maintained  the  lunatic;  to  J5.  F.  for 
having  clothed  the  lunatic.  Upon  what  ground  are  all 
these  allowances  made  ?  Not  from  kindness,  not  from 
charity,  not  for  the  convenience  of  the  parties,  but  be- 
cause they  are  debts ;  because,  in  the  eye  of  that  Court, 
be  it  a  court  of  law  or  a  court  of  equity,  or  the  Chan- 
cellor sitting  in  lunacy,  they  are  valid  debts  incurred  by 
the  insane  person,  and  are  discharged  by  the  justice  of 
the  Court" 

In  Carter  v.  Beard^  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England 
conceived  that  the  expenditure  by  the  lunatic's  step- 
father beyond  the  rents,  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
lunatic,  ^^  was  an  act  of  bounty,"  and  that  the  funeral 
expenses  were  "  not  a  debt  contracted  by  the  lunatic;" 
in  fact,  that  they  could  not  constitute  a  debt  of  the  de- 
ceased party,  as  they  were  not  due  at  his  death. 

The  words  "  simple  contract"  comprise  an  implied 
contract  as  well  as  any  other. 

The  personal  estate  of  the  lunatic  would  formerly 
have  been  liable  to  this  demand,  and  now,  by  the  statute^ 
the  real  estate  is  equally  liable. 

They  also  cited  Broom  v.  Joddrell  (a),  Dane  v.  Lady 
Kirkwall  {b).  The  Earl  of  Bath  v.  The  Earl  of  Brad — 
ford,  (c) 

Mr- 
Co)  3  Car.  4-  P.  50.  (c)  2  Vet.  sen.  587. 
{b)  8  Car.  ^  P.  679. 
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Mr.  Kinderdey^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.    I  will  consider  this  case. 


Williams 

V, 

Wentwobth. 


-754^  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Augutt  i. 

Ht  was  argued  in  this  case,  that  however  beneficial  to 

t^^  lunatic,  the  expenditure  may  have  been,  yet,  as  the 

ian^tic  was  incapable  of  contracting,  no  debt  could  be 

cons-^tuted;  but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  the  case  of  money 

^63cr>^mided  for  the  necessary  protection  of  the  person  and 

^sfaifc^  of  the  lunatic,  the  law  will  raise  an  im(||ied  con- 

^^^^c^C:^  and  give  a  valid  demand  or  debt,  against  the  lunatic 

^^   K^^  is  estate,  and  that  under  the  circumstances  of  this 

^^^^^^^  a  debt  was  constituted,  and  that  payment  of  it  may 

"^   ^:^T)tained  out  of  the  real  estate,  if  the  personal  estate 

^^    '■-^isufficient.     Any  other  conclusion  would,  as  it  ap- 


^^^^  to  the  principles  upon  which  several  cases  have 


to  me,  be  extremely  dangerous,  as  well  as  con- 


tn  decided.     That  which  is  necessary  for  the  protec* 

^^^^-  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  lunatic,  may  well  be 

^^^^iect  to  question  and  consideration ;  but  when  a  de- 

^'^:3d  is  made  in  respect  of  a  necessary  of  that  kind,  I 

^        not  see  how  it  is  to  be  distinguished,  in  principle, 

^^'to  a  demand  arising  in  respect  of  the  supply  of  food 

^^^cl  clothing.    A  debt  is  constituted  by  reason  of  a  con- 

^^ct,  which,  in  such  cases,  the  law  will  supply,  and  it 

^^ts,  as  I  conceive,  upon  a  far  better  foundation  than 

XVie  rule  which  has  sometimes  been  referred  to,  —  that  a 

man  shall  not  be  allowed  to  stultify  himself.     Overrule 

the  demurrer. 


Vol.  V. 
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1842.        ship,  after  stating  the  facts  of  Lord  PorismouihU  a 
'^JJ^V^^     said,  "The  practice  is  the  same  in  Chancery  on  mattes — - 
»        V.  of  lunacy.    Nothing  is  more  common  than  for  the  Chav^^ 

Wentwobth.  cellor  to  confirm  a  Master's  report  making  allowanc^^^ 
to  A.  B.  for  monies  paid  for  the  use  of  the  lunatic —  t^  ^ 
C  jD.  for  having  maintained  the  lunatic;  to  £•  F.  fc^  r 
having  clothed  the  lunatic     Upon  what  ground  are  wl^I 
these  allowances  made  ?    Not  from  kindness^  not  frot^ij 
charity,  not  for  the  convenience  of  the  parties,  but  I 
cause  they  are  debts;  because,  in  the  eye  of  that  Coui 
be  it  a  court  of  law  or  a  court  of  equity,  or  the  Chan- 
cellor sitting  in  lunacy,  they  are  valid  debts  incurred  l^y 
the  insane  person,  and  are  discharged  by  the  justice  of 
the  Court" 

In  Carter  v.  Beardy  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  Englam^^ 
conceived  that  the  expenditure  by  the  lunatic's  stef^-*" 
father  beyond  the  rents,  for  the  maintenance  of  th  ^^ 
lunatic,  ^^  was  an  act  of  bounty,"  and  that  the  funera 
expenses  were  "  not  a  debt  contracted  by  the  lunatic;' 
in  fact,  that  they  could  not  constitute  a  debt  of  the  de-  -^^ 
ceased  party,  as  they  were  not  due  at  his  death. 

The  words  "  simple  conti'act"  comprise  an  implied 
contract  as  well  as  any  other. 

The  personal  estate  of  the  lunatic  would  formerly 
have  been  liable  to  this  demand,  and  now,  by  the  statute, 
the  real  estate  is  equally  liable. 

They  also  cited  Broom  v.  Joddrell  (a),  Dane  v.  Lad 
KirhmlUb),  The  Earl  of  Bath  v.  The  Earl  of  Brw 
ford,  {c) 

(o)  3  Car.  ^  P.  50.  (c)  2  Vet.  sen.  587. 

{b)  8  Car.  ^  P.  679. 
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•n  reply. 


^-  •  1      .1  •  Williams 

-YLLs.    1  will  consider  this  case. 


r. 
Wbntwortb. 


s 


^  iXS.  August  1. 

chis  case,  that  however  beneficial  to 

expenditure  may  have  been,  yet,  as  the 

incapable  of  contracting,  no  debt  could  be 

„ed;  but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  the  case  of  money 

.ended  for  the  necessary  protection  of  the  person  and 

Estate  of  the  lunatic,  the  law  will  raise  an  impjied  con- 

^'^ust,  and  give  a  valid  demand  or  debt,  against  the  lunatic 

^^>^  his  estate,  and  that  under  the  circumstances  of  this 

^^^>se,  a  debt  was  constituted,  and  that  payment  of  it  may 

"^  obtained  out  of  the  real  estate,  if  the  personal  estate 

^^  insufficient.     Any  other  conclusion  would,  as  it  ap- 

S^^ars  to  me,  be  extremely  dangerous,  as  well  as  con- 

Ty  to  the  principles  upon  which  several  cases  have 

in  decided.     That  which  is  necessary  for  the  protec* 

^^^>n  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  lunatic,  may  well  be 

^^^^^ject  to  question  and  consideration ;  but  when  a  de- 

^>^cind  is  made  in  respect  of  a  necessary  of  that  kind,  I 

^^^  not  see  how  it  is  to  be  distinguished,  in  principle, 

""oin  a  demand  arising  in  respect  of  the  supply  of  food 

^Od  clothing.    A  debt  is  constituted  by  reason  of  a  con- 

^•■^ct,  which,  in  such  cases,  the  law  will  supply,  and  it 

*'^^»t8,  as  I  conceive,  upon  a  far  better  foundation  than 

^*^«  rule  which  has  sometimes  been  referred  to,  —  that  a 

•*^*ii  shall  not  be  allowed  to  stultify  himself.    Overrule 

"^^  demurrer. 


V01.V. 


SdO 
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1842. 


Jviy  22. 
Aug,  1. 


BAMPTON  V.  BIRCHALL. 


Where  a  suit  rilHE  demurrer  to  the  Plaintiff's  previous  bill  hi 
^  ing  been  allowed  (a),  the  Plaintiff,  in  Jtme  184 
filed  a  new  bill.  It  stated  that  on  the  14th  of  M 
18S2  an  original  bill  was  filed  by  William  Blackbu 
as  the  assim^ee.  under  an  act  for  the  relief  of 


abates  after  a 
demurrer  hat 
been  filed,  but 
before  it  has 
been  heard, 
the  Plaintiff 
and  those 
representing 
him  may  file 
a  bill  of  re- 


assignee, 

solvent  debtors,  of  Thomas  Standish  otherwise  Sianl 

and  representing  that  Sir  Frank  Standish^  on  the  11 

vivorandsup-  of  Men/  1812,  died  seised  of  real  estates  intestate  a 

the  purpose  of  without  issue,  leaving  Thomas  Standish  or  Stanley  \ 

having  the        jj^jj.  ^^  [^^  ^ut  that  on  the  death  of  Sir  Frank  Standi 

demurrer  dis-  ' 

posed  of;  but    Frank  Hall  Standish  took  possession  of  the  esta 

the  o?igi?af  ^    without  having  any  title  thereto,  and  that  the  Plain 

bill  being         had  commenced  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  p 

die  demurrer[   Session  of  the  estates,  but  that  there  were  outstandi 

terms  and  incumbrances,  which  Frank  Hall  Stand 

intended  to  set  up  as  a  bar  to  the  action ;  and  that 

bill  prayed,  that  he  might  be  restrained  from  so  doii 

and  that  all  impediments  to  the  fair  trial  of  the  acti 

might  be  removed,  and  for  further  relief. 

That  to  this  bill  a  general  demurrer  for  want 
equity  bad  been  put  in,  but  had  never  been  disposed 

That  eight  years  after  the  bill  was  filed,  name 
in  December  1840,  Frank  Hall  Standish  died,  t 
that  the  Defendants  by  virtue  of  some  pretended  i 
of  the  said  F.  H.  Standish^  "  by  which  they  p 
tended  they  had  become  the  devisees  in  fee,  or  le 

perso 

(a)  ArU}y  p.6T. 
August  1841 

does  not  apply  to  a  cause  which  became  abated  before  those  orders  came 
operation. 


the  demurrer, 
the  Plaintiff 
in  the  second 
bill  is  not  at 
lil)erty  to 
claim  the 
same  or  addi- 
tional relief 
by  adding 
supplemental 
matter  in  cor- 
roboration of 
the  original 
claim,  and  not 
required  for 
the  purpose 
of  shewing  by 
and  against 
whom  an 
order  to  re- 
vive may  be 
properly  ob- 
tained. 

The  34th  of 
the  general 
orders  of 
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personal  representatives  of  the   said  F.  H.  Standisk**        1842. 

entered  into  possession  of  the  estates  without  having 

any   title  thereto.     That  the  insolvent  died  in  July 

18S6,  leaving,  as  this  bill  alleged,  James  Standish  his 

heir  and  the  heir  of  Sir  Frank  Standish.     That  the 

¥\aLm\\S  Elackbum  died  in  March  1841,  and  soon  after 

his  death  the  present  Plaintiff  was  appointed  assignee 

of  the  insolvent's  estates:  and  that  in  this  way  all  the 

rights  and  interests  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  original  bill 

had  devolved  upon  the  Plaintiff  to  the  present  bill;  and 

that  all  the  rights  and  interests  of  Frank  Hall  Standish^ 

the  Defendant  to  the  original  bill,  had  devolved  upon 

the  Defendants  to  this  bill,  who  were  entitled  under  the 

will  o{  Frank  Hall  Standish. 

The  present  bill  also  alleged  the  continued  existence 
of  outstanding  terms  of  years,  and  that  certain  mort- 
gages and  leases  were  subsisting :  — « that  some  satisfied 
terms  had  become  vested  in  the  Defendants,  and  that 
some  of  the  mortgages  or  incumbrances  were  vested  in 
Frank  Hall  Standish  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  had 
since  become  vested  in  the  Defendants,  and  that  others 
were  vested  in  other  persons ;  that  the  action  brought 
against  -  Frank  Hall  Standish  by  the  original  Plaintiff 
had  become  wholly  abated,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
commenced  a  new  action  against  the  Defendants  or 
their  tenants,  and  that  the  Defendants  threatened  and 
intended  to  set  up  the  outstanding  terms,  mortgages,  &c. 
as  a  defence ;  that  the  Plaintiff  was  under  the  circum- 
stances unable  to  recover  at  law ;  that  very  little  was 
due  on  the  mortgage,  and  that  it  had  been  paid  out  of 
the  rents.  It  charged  that  the  original  bill  became 
abated  by  the  death  of  Frank  Hall^  otherwise  Frank  Hall 
Siandishi  and  that  the  Plaintiff  as  such  assignee  as 
aforesaid  was  entitled  to  have  the  same  revived,  and 
it  charged  that  Frank  Hall  Standish  and  the  Defendants 

Z  2  since 
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1842.  since  his  death  had,  verbally  and  in  writing,  admitte< 
the  several  matters  and  things  in  the  original  bill  an< 
in  the  present  bill  stated  and  charged  to  be  true. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  original  suit  might  be  re 
vived,  and  for  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  was  en 
titled  to  the  full  benefit  of  the  proceedings  in  the  origine 
suit,  and  of  the  supplemental  matter  against  the  nei 
Defendants,  and  if  necessary  that  the  demurrer  migh 
be  set  down  to  be  argued;  it  then  prayed  a  declara 
tion  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  estate,  or  tha 
an  issue  might  be  directed  for  trying  the  right,  or  tha 
the  Plaintiff  might  be  at  liberty  to  try  his  title  by  eject 
ment;  and  if  it  should  appear  that  the  Defendants  wer 
entitled  to  any  mortgage,  that  the  necessary  account 
might  be  taken  of  the  rents  received,  and  that  the  De 
fendants  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  wha 
should  be  found  due  from  them ;  that  the  legal  estat 
and  the  title  deeds  might  be  conveyed  to  the  Plaintifl 
and  that  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  setting 
up  the  outstanding  terms  on  the  trial  of  any  actioi 
commenced  or  to  be  commenced  against  the  Defendants 

To  this  bill  a  demurrer  was  filed  for  want  of  equiti 
and  for  Want  of  parties. 

Mr,  George  Turner  and  '  Mr.  Elmsley,  in  support  o 
the  demurrer. 

First  as  to  the  want  of  equity.  There  is  no  authority 
for  a  bill  framed  like  the  present,  it  is  neither  a  bill  o 
revivor  and  supplement,  nor  an  original  bill,  but  is  i 
mixture  of  both. 

A  demurrer  having  been  filed  to  the  original  bill,  th< 
present  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  call  for  any  answer  fron: 
the  representatives  of  the  original  Defendants.     He  ii 

DO 
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^ot  entitled  to  revive  the  suit  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
^▼ailing  himself  of  the  previous  proceedings,  so  as  to 
P<*event  the  Statute  of  Limitations  running;  but  if  he 
•^^  entitled  to  do  so,  he  can  only  state  by  way  of  sup- 
I^l^ment,  such  matters  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  pur- 
I^^>se  of  reviving  the  abated  suit 

The  original  bill  was  to  restrain  the  setting  up  of 

^^^rtain  outstanding  terms  upon  the  trial  of  an  action  at 

-^^^^  then  commenced.     That  action  is  wholly  abated^ 

^*:»d  cannot,  by  the  rules  and  principles  of  the  common 

-■  ^xv  courts,  be  revived ;  it  is  therefore  useless  to  revive  a 

^^2  it  in  equity  in  aid  of  an  action  which  has  wholly  de- 

'^^Ymined.     The  Statute  of  Limitations  {a)  is  applicable 

'^^o  the  new  action  which  has  since  been  brought,  and  there 

^^    no  sufficient  acknowledgment  in  writing  stated  upon 

^^^^  is  bill  to  avoid  its  operation.     It  is  not  stated  that  the 

^Ciknowledgment  was   signed  by  the  Defendants,  nor 

'^tiat  it  was  delivered  to  the  person  entitled.  (J)     It  is 

^^erefore  insufficient  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the 

^^cent  statute,  which  not  only  bars  the  remedy,  but 

extinguishes  the  right  {c) 


SSi 


1842. 


Bampton 

V. 

BirchaUm 


If  the  Plaintiff  claims  as  representing  the  deceased 
I^laintiff,  he  must  be  bound  by  all  the  proceedings  in 
^lie  former  cause.  He  must  come  forward  upon  the 
strength  of  the  title  of  the  party  he  represents,  and  of  him 
^lone;  here  the  Plaintiff  claims  under  a  new  title,  upon 
Subsequent  acknowledgment,  and  he  seeks  assistance  in 
Respect  of  a  new  action  at  law  commenced  by  himself. 

Again,  as  the  Plaintiff  has  not  set  down  the  original 
demurrer,  it  must  be  held  sufficient.  S4th  General 
Order  oi  August  1841. (rf) 

Secondly, 

(a)  5  &  4  W.  4,  c.  87.  (c)  Sect  54. 

lb)  Sect  14.  (rf)  Ord.  Can.  174. 

z  s 
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Bampton 


1842.  Secondly,  the  personal  representative  of  'Prank  Hall 

Standish  is  a  necessary  party  to  this  suit,  in  order  that 
T."  he  may  account  for  the  receipt  of  the  rents  by  his  tes- 
BiRCHALL.  j^jQj.^  yjjg  allegation  is,  that  the  Defendants  *'  are  the 
devisees  in  fee,  or  the  legal  personal  representatives  of 
Frank  Hall Siandish"  This  allegation  is  to  be  taken 
against  the  pleader,  and  the  Defendants  must  be  there- 
fore considered  to  be  the  devisees,  and  not  the  legal 
personal  representatives  of  2^ra;2^  Hall  Standish;  Balls  v. 
Margrave,  {a) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bilton^  contrcL 

The  question  on  this  demurrer  is  not  whether  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  answer,  or  whether  he  is  not 
entitled  to  all  the  relief  prayed,  but  whether  he  is  en- 
titled to  none.  The  Plaintiff,  on  whom  the  rights  of  the 
original  Plaintiff  have  devolved,  has  a  clear  right  to  have 
the  bill  revived  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  pending 
demurrer  disposed  of.  This  part  of  the  relief  cannot  be 
denied  him,  and  it  was  the  fault  of  the  Defendants,  who 
had  the  power  of  setting  down  the  demurrer,  that  it  was 
not  done :  Anonymous,  (b)  It  does  not  appear  that  in 
fictitious  proceeding,  like  an  action  of  ejectment,  the 
death  of  the  nominal  parties  would  prevent  its  being 
ever  continued. 

Under  the  prayer  for  further  relief  contained  in  the 
original  bill,  an  issue  might  be  directed.  All  the  au- 
thorities were  examined  in  the  case  of  Strickland  v. 
Strickland  (r),  and  the  result  was,  that  in  these  cases  the 
Plaintiff  might  either  have  an  issue,  or  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  setting  up  of  outstanding  terms.  If  he  suc- 
ceeded in  the  issue,  he  would  be  entitled  to  the  mesne 

profits 
(a)  5  Beav.  284.  (c)  3  Beav.  242.,  but  not  re- 

(A)  2  Vet,  jun.  287.  ported  on  this  point. 
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profits  from  the  filing  of  the  bill.   The  Statute  of  Limita-        1 842. 

^toQs,  therefore^  would  not  affect  the  pending  suit  The 
I^labtiff  is  right  in  stating  the  new  facts  by  way  of  sup- 
plement The  practice  is»  that  if  facts  arise  after  the  filing 
oF  ^e  original  bill,  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  bring  them 
'^'ir^nurd  and  put  them  in  issue  by  a  supplemental  bill. 

The  acknowledgement  in  writing  is  sufficiently  stated, 
^Lxid  it  will  be  for  the  Plaintiff  to  prove  all  the  requisites 
^^  the  hearing.  A  demurrer  would  not  hold  to  a  bill 
'or  specific  performance  which  stated  the  contract  to  be 
ixzE  ^vrritiDg  without  stating  it  to  be  signed,  nor  to  a  bill 
"^c^  establish  a  will  which  was  alleged  to  be.  in  writing  and 
cl.uly  executed,  but  omitting  the  statement  as  to  attestation. 

The  present  Plaintiff  has,  at  all  events,  a  right  to  relief 
^^^    j-espect  of  his  alleged  mortgage  title. 

The  32nd  New  Order  of  August  1841  (a),  renders  it 
"^sr^  necessary  to  make  the  personal  representative  of 
-^^^^«i  Hall  Standish  a  party,  and  it  ftpplies  to  part  only 
^^^*^  the  relief,  which  might  be  waived  at  the  hearing.  Tlie 
"^"^-th  General  Order  does  not  apply  to  an  abated  suit. 

Itfr.  G.  Turner^  in  reply. 

The  fir^  action  at  law  became  wholly  abated  by  the 

of  the  parties  before  judgment,  audit  could  not, 

*^^refore,  be  revived  by  scire  facias,  (b)     Where  the 

*^l«intiff  in  a  suit  dies,  his  representative  cannot  file  a 

^^^11  of  revivor  as  representing  the  original   Plaintiff, 

^^•^  J  in  an  independent  right  of  his  own.     In  Ckolmon- 

^^^dy  r.  CHnUm  {c)  an  altertiative  title  was  not  per- 

^^itteiJL    - 

Russell 
'      <«)  Pr^'i  <^5m«-  I'''*.  .  (c)  2  Mer.  171. 

i,h)  3  Samndfn^  7S  A.  (5tfa  ed.> 

Z  4 
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1842.  Russell  v.  Sharp  (a),  Perry  v.  Jenkitis  (6),  Kieman  v. 

^^^^'^^    Kynnersky  {e)  were  cited. 


9. 


BiRCHALL.  2^^  Master  g/^M^  Rolls,  (aOer  referring  to  the 
statements  as  to  the  original  bill,  and  after  stating  the 
deaths  of  the  parties,  and  that  the  rights  of  the  Plain- 
tiff and  Defendants  respectively  to  the  original  bill,  had 
devolved  on  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendants  to  the  present 
bill  respectively),  proceeded  thus:— - 

This  isl  prim&  facie^  a  proper  state  of  things  for  a 
bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  Revivor  is  necessaiy 
in  consequence  of  the  deaths  of  the  parties.  The  facts 
which  shew  the  devolution  of  title  are  proper  to  be 
stated  by  way  of  supplement,  and  I  think  that  the  cir« 
cumstance  of  a  demurrer  being  pending,  does  not,  of 
itself,  make  any  difference.  As  either  party  might  set 
down  a  demurrer  to  be  argued,  neither  could,  under 
the  old  rule  of  the  Court,  complain,  or  take  advantage 
of  the  delay  in  which  he  had  himself  acquiesced;  and  if 
an  abatement  took  place  whilst  the  demurrer  was  pend- 
ing, there  seems  no  reason  why  the  Plaintiff  might  not 
revive  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  demurrer  disposed 
of.  The  new  rules  make  it  the  duty  of  the  Plaintiff  to 
set  down  the  demurrer,  and  give  to  the  Defendant  the 
allowance  of  the  demurrer,  if  that  duty  be  neglected, 
and  the  rule  is  applicable  to  all  pending  cases,  that  is,  I 
apprehend,  to  all  cases  so  circumstanced  that  the  pro^ 
ceeding  can  be  taken.  I  do  not  think  that  it  can  be 
applied  to  a  case  in  which,  from  the  abatement,  no 
proceeding  could  be  taken. 

I  think  that  in  a  case  like  this,  the  Plaintiff  might  be 
at  liberty  to  revive  the  suit  for  the  purpose  of  having 

the 

(a)  I  Vet.  i  B.  500.  (c)  Cited  1  Myl.  4>  Cr.  IM.; 

ifi)  1  Myl,  4-  Cr,  118.  and  Redadale,  68. 
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the  demurrer  disposed  of.  The  present  bill  of  revivor  1842. 
and  supplement  proceeds  further  than  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  revivor.  It  alleges  the  continued  existence 
of  outstanding  terms  of  years,  and  that  certain  mort* 
gages  and  leases  are  subsisting;  that  some  satisfied 
terms  have  become  vested  in  the  Defendants,  and  that 
some  of  the  mortgages  were  vested  in  Frank  Hall 
Standish  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  that  the  action  brought 
against  Frank  Hall  Standish  by  the  original  Plaintiff 
had  become  wholly  abated,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
commenced  a  new  action  against  the  Defendants,  or 
their  tenants ;  and  that  it  is  intended  to  set  up  the  out- 
standing terms,  as  a  defence;  and  it  charges,  that 
Frank  Hall  Standish  and  the  Defendants  have,  verbally 
and  in  writing,  admitted  the  Plaintiff's  title ;  and  it  not 
only  prays  that  the  original  suit  may  be  revived,  but 
for  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  full 
benefit  of  the  proceedings  in  the  original  suit,  and  of 
the  supplemental  matter,  against  the  new  Defendants ; 
and,  if  necessary,  that  the  demurrer  may  be  set  down 
to  be  argued ;  and  it  then  prays  relief,  not  inconsistent 
with  the  relief  asked  for  by  the  original  bill,  but  of  a 
more  extensive  character,  and  founded  on  the  supple- 
mental matter. 

It  appears  to  me  that  whilst  the  equity  of  the 
original  bill  is  challenged  by  a  demurrer  undisposed 
of,  a  party  claiming  in  the  same  right  as  the  original 
Plaintiff,  (supposing  him  to  be  at  liberty  to  file  a  bill 
of  revivor  and  supplement,  alleging  such  supplemental 
matter  as  may  be  necessary  to  shew  by  and  against 
whom  an  order  to  revive  may  properly  be  obtained,) 
is  not  at  liberty  to  claim  the  same,  or  additional  relief, 
by  adding  supplemental  matter,  in  corroboration  of 
the  original  claim,  and  not  required  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  by  and  against  whom  an  order  to  revive 

may 
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may  properly  be  obtained.  This  bill  attempts  to  do 
that,  and  on  that  ground,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  de- 
murrer must  be  allowed,  and  I  think  that  it  is  not  a 
case  in  which  I  ought  to  give  leave  to  amend. 


Note. —  An  appeal  in  this  case  has  been  argued  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  and  stands  for  judgment. 


L 


ug.  1. 


The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  MER- 
CHANTS  VENTURERS'  SOCIETY. 


A»  B.  entered 
into  an  ar- 
raneement 
with  a  body 
fo 


corporate  for 
the  endow- 
ment of  a 
school,  and 


npHIS  was  an  information  filed  by  the  Attomey-Oe- 

-'-    neral,  and  the  questions  were,  whether  the  Defend^ 

ants,  who,  it  was  admitted,  were  bound  to  keep  up  a 

charity  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  100  boys, 

even  in  case  of  a  deficiency  of  the  rents  of  the  charity 

conveyed  real    estates  for  that  purpose,  were  entitled  to  the  surplus  of 

them  of  a         ^^®  rents,  if  they  exceeded  the  necessary  amount.    There 

computed  de-    ^^g  a  second  question,  which  is  stated  vosty  p.  3S6.   The 

finite  value.       ^  .       ^  \        ,      ^  ,.      .         . 

The  corpora-    first  question  arose  under  the  followmg  circumstances : 

tion  stipulated 

to  maintain 

the  charity  for 

certain  fixed 

sums,  payable 

out  of  rents  of  charity  there,  for  maintaining  and  educating  fifty  poor 

'  boys,  and  placing  them  out  as  apprentices,  and  that 


About  the  year  1706,  Mr,  Edward  Colston,  a  nadve 
of  Bristol,  was  desirous  of  establishing  a  hospitalor 


definite 
amount,  to 
which  they 
agreed  to 
abide,  and  be- 
came bound 
to  maintain  it, 
though  the 

rents  should  fall,  and  certain  patronage  was  given  to  the  corporation.  There  was 
a  clause  of  forfeiture  on  their  non-performance.  Held,  nevertheless,  upon  the 
context  of  the  foundation  deed,  that  although  the  corporatioo  were  bound  to  nuuim 
tain  the  charity,  even  if  the  rents  fell  short,  yet  that  the  charity  was  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  any  increase  in  the  rental. 


such  charity  should  be  conducted  by  a  corporation 
there,  called  the  Society  of  Merchants  Venturers  of  the 
city  of  Bristol,  of  which  Mr.  Colston  was  a  member.     It 

was 
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proposed  that  ibe  charky  should  be  maintidtfed  by        1342. 

^wfficieot  revenue  firiskig  from  land,  which,  a^  to  the 

rK'^^ter  part  thereof,  was  to  be  purchased -for  the  pur^- 

pci^se,  and  after  a  correspondence  between  Mr.  Cobf on 

ax3cl  the  society,  as  to  the  expense  of  maintaining  the 

dm^rity,  the  society,  with  a  view  to  the  endowment  of  y^^^^^^^^* 

ibe  charity,  and  acting  on  the  behalf  of  Mr.  (kiiton%       Society. 

and  at  his  expense,  procured  to  be  conveyed  to  him  a 

mansion-house  in  St.  Augustine's  Back  in  Bristol,  and  the 

manor  of  Beere,  and  lands  in  Somersetshire.    These 

hereditaments,  together  with  the  manor  and  ractpry  of 

Lacking,  and  certain  lands  there  which  belonged  to  Mr. 

Clols^cn,  were  computed  to  be  of  the  annual  value  of 

T^Ol^  subject  to  reduction  for  payment  of  taxes  and 

outgoings;  and  the  society  having  reckoned  the  cost  of 

''Maintaining  the  charity  of  fifty  boys  at  6847. 5s.  )per  an* 

Qunn,  it  was  considered,  that  if  independent  provision 

^^ir^  made  for  the  payment  of  taxes  and  sdme  out- 

S^MK^gs,  the  revenue  arising  from  the  estates  would  be 

'^^Y'^  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  other  Otttgoings,  a6d  the 

^**^irges  for  fifty  boys.     But  before  the  arrangement  was 

^^'^^ripleted,  Mr.  Cokton  desired  to  extend  the  benefit  of 

"^^   charity  to  fifty  more  boys,  making  in  the  whole  100 

^^^^^^8,  and  for  that  purpose  to  appropriate  fee  farm.rehts 

^  the  amount  of  B561.  ISs.  per  annOm,  and  the  society, 

^^nsidering  that  the  charge  of  the  additional  fifty  boys 

^ould  be  553/.  Ss.,  agreed  to  accept  the  trust 

Accordingly,  by  an  indenture  bearing  date  the.25tb 
of  November  1708,  and  made  between  Edward  Colston 
of  the  first  part,  Sir  John  Duddleston  and  several  other 
persons  named  as  feoffees  of  the  second  part^  and  the 
Society  of  Merchants  Venturers  of  the  third  part,  it  wto 
witnessed,  that  Colston  conveyed  to  the  feoffees  and  their 
heirs^  the*  mansion-house  at*  St.-  Augustin^s •  Bade,  th^ 
manor  of  Beere,  with  divers  iiereditamteta  there^  (some 

of 
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of  which  were  held  by  tenants  on  leases  for  lives,)  d 
manor  and  rectory  of  Lockings  the  advowson  of  tl 
vicarage  of  Locking,  and  divers  hereditaments  there, 
hold  to  the  feoffees  in  fee,  with  a  proviso,  that  the  coi 
veyance  was  ^^  upon  the  trusts  only,  and  to  the  on 
intents  and  purposes  following,  that  is  to  say:^  that  tl 
feoffees  should  permit  the  society  to  hold  the  mano 
and  hereditaments  with  the  appurtenances,  to  grai 
renew,  and  fill  up  leases,  and  copyhold  estates,  ai 
receive  the  fines,  and  likewise  the  rents,  issues,  ai 
profits  of  the  premises,  upon  the  trusts^  confidence 
and  Tor  the  only  ends  and  purposes  following.  Ai 
the  trust  was  to  permit  the  mansion-house  to  be  us< 
for  the  habitation  of  fifty  poor  boys  and  schoolmaster 
to  maintain  the  boys  and  put  them  out  apprentices,  ar 
repair  the  house. 


The  deed  then  proceeded  as  follows :  —  ^  And  fo 
asmuch  as  the  said  master,  wardens,  assistants,  and  con 
monalty  of  the  Merchants  Adventurers  have  compute 
the  yearly  costs  and  charges  of  the  maintenance  of  tl 
said  fifty  poor  boys,  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  of  a  goo 
schoolmaster  to  teach  them  to  read,  write,  and  leat 
arithmetic,  and  learn  the  church  catechism,  and  tl 
charges  of  the  reparation  of  the  said  great  house,  wit 
the  allowance  of  10/.  for  placing  each  boy  apprentio 
will  amount  yearly,  one  year  with  another,  to  the  sum  < 
634/.  6s.  per  annum,  he,  the  said  Edward  Colston, 
contented  and  doth  agree  thereto ;  and  they,  the  sai 
master,  wardens,  assistants,  and  commonalty  of  Me 
chants  Adventurers,  do  consent  to  accept  and  take  tl 
said  634/.  5s.  per  annum,  and  which  shall  be  in  the  fir 
place  taken  out  of  the  clear  rents  and  profits  of  the  sai 
manors  and  premises,  as  a  sufiicient  allowance  for  tl 
purposes  aforesaid,  and  that  the  surplus  of  the  ren 
and  profits  of  the  said  manors  and  premises  shall  t 

dispose 
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disposed  and  applied  towards  the  payment  of  such  out-  1842. 

goings,  wherewith  the  said  manors  and  premises  are,  ^^^^^ 

and  shall  be  chargeable  and  liable  unto.     And  for  pre-  Attornbt- 

venting  and  avoiding  of  all  disputes  and  controversies  ^ 

about  the  yearly  value  of  the  said  manors,  lands,  and  1^^ 

,  ,  ^     t       r     ^         t  Merchants 

premises;   and  to  the  end   the    fund    and    provision   Yenturbrs' 

hereby  made  shall  not,  on  any  pretence,  be  deemed  or       Sooety. 

taken  deficient,  it  is  agreed,  by  and  between  the  said 

parties  to  these  presents,  and  hereby  so  declared,  that 

the  said  manor  and  lands  above-mentioned  to  have  been 

purchased  of  the  said  Edmund  Bowyer^  are  of  the  yearly 

Value  of  450/.,  and  the  said  manor  and  lands  o[  Locking 

a^^  of  the  yearly  value  of  250/.,  and  eight  cellars  and 

to/is,  being  parcel  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  great 

-house  on  St.  Augustine* s  Back^  are  esteemed  to  be  of  the 

y^^'irly  value  of  20/.     All  which  rents,  amount  in  the 

^'^c^le  to  the  sum  of  720/.  per  annum,  out  of  which  the 

**^^i  sum  of  634/.  5s.  per  annum  being  deducted,  there 

^*^ll  remain  the  yearly  sum  of  85/.  155.;  out  of  which 

^^^^  S5L  155.,  all  the  outgoings   wherewith   the  said 

^'^^^.Hors  and  premises  are,  or  shall  be  subject  or  liable 

^'^^to,  are  to  be  paid  and  discharged. 

**  And  whereas  the  taxes  payable  out  of  the  said 
))remises  are  computed  to  amount  unto  the  yearly  sum 
of  62/.  145.  8^.,  as  by  the  first  schedule  hereunto  an- 
nexed app^rs,  which  taxes  are  to  be  paid  by  the  said 
Edward  Colston  in  manner  hereinafter  expressed. 

*^  And  whereas  the  outgoings  necessarily  incident 
thereto  are  by  the  first  schedule  computed  to  amount 
to  the  yearly  sum  of  66/.  155.,  and  the  same  being  taken 
out  of  the  said  85/.  155.,  there  will  then  remain  the 
yearly  sum  of  19/.,  which  said  sum  of  19/.  shall,  and 
ought  to  be,  applied  for  the  uses  and  purposes  after- 
mentioned. 

"And 
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'^  And  it  is  hereby  farther  agreed,  that  true  accoun 
shall  be  taken  yearly  for  two  years  now  next  cominj 
as  well  of  the  taxes  as  of  the  outgoings,  whereby 
may  appear  how  much  the  same  may  yearly  amoai 
unto ;  that  in  case  the  said  661.  1 5s.  for  outgoings  sha 
not  be  sufficient  to  make  good  the  same,  that  the 
what  shall  be  wanting  may  be  supplied  by  the  sal 
Edward  Colston  and  his  executors.  And  in  case»  eithc 
by  the  ceasing  or  decrease  of  taxes  or  otherwise,  di 
same  shall  be  more  than  sufficient,  that  then  the  surph 
thereof  shall  be  applied  to  the  advantage  of  the  horn 
either  by  increase  of  the  number  of  boys,  or  makin 
good  contingencies  as  after-mentioned. 


'^  And  forasmuch  as  the  monies  to  be  raised  by  fine 
or  granting  and  renewing  leases  and  copies,  and  othc 
casual  profits  are,  in  the  said  calculation  of  1201.  pc 
annum,  valued  and  computed  to  be  yearly  1002.:  it  i 
therefore  agreed,  that  a  particular  account  shall  b 
taken  and  kept  of  such  fines  or  other  casual  profit 
and  once  within  ten  years  such  accounts  shall  be  mad 
up;  and  in  case  the  same  shall  amount  to  more  tba 
sufficient  to  make  good  the  said  100/.  per  annum,  wit 
the  interest  of  such  monies  as  shall  be  in  the  meantim 
advanced  to  make  up  the  said  100/.  per  annum,  ths 
then  such  surplus  (if  any)  shall  remain  as  a  stock,  t 
supply  and  make  good  any  contingencies  that  ma 
happen  to  the  prejudice  or  damages  of  the  manors  an 
lands  hereby  conveyed,  or  any  deficiency  in  the  oul 
goings  or  otherwise." 


The  deed  afterwards  contained  a  provision  for  th 
appointment  of  the  boys  by  Edward  Colston  and  th 
society,  and  it  provided  as  follows : — "  Provided  always 
and  that  in  case  the  said  master,  wardens,  assistants,  an 
commonalty  of  Merchants  Adventurers   shall   sink  o 

lessei 
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lessen  the  number  of  fitly  boys,  and  shall  not  fill  them 
up  again  to  the  number  of  fifty  within  one  year,  or 
refuse  to  admit  the  said  ten  foreigners,  or  any  of  them, 
unless  for  the  cause  or  reason  after  mentioned;  that 
then,  and  in  such  case,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the 
said  Edward  Cohten^  during  his  life,  or  for  his  executors 
after  his  death,  and  afterwards  for  his  said  nominees, 
and  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  greater 
number  of  such  survivors,  and  in  case  of  their  several 
neglects  or  failure,  for  the  Governors  of  Chrises  Hospital 
in  London^  to  enter  into  and  upon  the  said  manors  and 
premises,  and  to  apply  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
thereof,  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  Chrises 
Hospital;  and  the  said  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns 
shall,  from  thenceforth,  stand  seised  of  the  said  manors 
and  premises  accordingly.^ 
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The  deed  afterwards  contained  a  proviso,  that  upon 
the  deaths  or  removal  of  any  of  the  fifty  boys,  no 
successors  should  be  admitted  till  one  full  quarter  of  a 
year  had  expired  from  such  death  or  removal  of  a  pre- 
decessor, to  the  intent  that  a  quarter's  allowance  might, 
from  time  to  time,  remain  and  be  for  the  benefit  of  the 
house.  It  was  also  provided,  that  if  by  fire,  floods, 
hurricane,  famine,  wars,  or  such  like  inevitable  accidents, 
either  on  the  manors  and  lands,  or  the  tenants  thereof 
whereby  they  should  be  disabled  to  pay  the  rents,  or 
by  reason  whereof  the  rents  should  be  lessened,  or  the 
expenses  of  reparation  augmented,  then,  and  in  that 
case,  the  number  of  poor  boys  might  be  lessened,  so 
long  only  and  no  longer,  than  until  the  charges  and 
expenses  thereby  occasioned  should  be  raised,  and  the 
loss  made  good.  The  society  then  covenanted  with 
Colston^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  they  would,  for  ever, 
**  observe,  perform,  and  keep  all  and  every  the  trusts 
thereby  in  them  reposed,  in  such  order,  method,  and 

manner. 
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manner,  as  the  same  were  therein  agreed,  appointed, 
and  declared.^ 

The  deed  then  recited,  that  the  society  had  been  put 
into  possession  at  Ladt/'day  1708,  and  that  no  bojs 
could  be  admitted  till  Lady^day  1709;  and  the  society 
covenanted,  that  they  would  be  accountable  for  the  said 
manors,  lands,  and  premises  above  mentioned  to  be 
conveyed,  according  to  the  valuation  and  certainty  of 
rents  thereinbefore  agreed,  deducting  out  of  the  same  all 
such  outgoings  as  were  mentioned  in  the  first  schedule, 
and  would  pay  and  apply  the  clear  rents  and  profits 
thereof,  (such  deductions  being  made  as  aforesaid,)  in 
such  manner  as  the  said  Edward  Colston  should  appoint, 
and  should  and  would,  at  the  end  of  every  ten  years, 
not  only  account  for  all  fines  for  renewal  of  estates,  and 
what  should  be  saved  by  the  not  taking  in  boys  till 
after  the  determination  of  thirteen  weeks  from  the 
going  out  or  removal  of  the  predecessor,  to  the  intent 
that  if  any  surplus  might  happen,  over  and  above  what 
the  said  master,  wardens,  assistants,  and  commonalty  of  ' 
Merchants  Adventurers  should  have  expended  in  sup- 
porting and  maintaining  the  said  charity  and  school- 
master, the  same  might  be  applied  for  the  advantage  of  " 
the  said  house;  and  Colston  covenanted  to  pay  the 
taxes  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  or  make  sufficient  pro- 
vision for  them. 


The  deed,  then  reciting  that  Colston  had  resolved  to 
add  fifty  boys  more  to  the  other  fifty,  whereby  to  in- 
crease the  number  to  one  hundred,  witnessed,  that  he 
granted  and  confirmed  to  the  same  feofiees,  and  their 
heirs  divers  fee  farm  rents,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
558/.  165.;  to  hold  the  same  to  the  feoffees,  in  trust, 
after  the  25th  of  March  1710,  to  permit  the  Society  of 
Merchants  Venturers,  for  ever,  to  take,  receive,  and  enjoy 
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b^      same,  upon  the  trusts^  confidences,  ends,  and  pur-        1842. 
I  following: — namely,  to  provide  for,  take  care  of,     ^"^wT^ 
maintain  fifty  other,  and  more  boys  over  and  be-    Attornet- 
«*^2s  the  first  fifty  boys,  and  in  the  same  manner.  Genbral 

The 
^IK^t  was  then  recited  that  the  society  had  computed    venturers* 
^'^^^t  the  yearly  costs  and  charges  of  maintaining  the       Soc  ety. 
^^^^^rity  for  the  additional  fifty  boys  would  amount  to 
^^  sum  of  56SL  5«.,  which  Colston  agreed  to,  and  that 
^^  socie^  consented  to  accept  553/.  5s.  as  a  sufficient 
^^^wance  for  the  purpose,  and  that,  after  making  all  the 
^^owance,  there  would  remain  the  sum  of  5L  1  Is.  of  the 
*^^-farm  rents.     It  was  then  recited  that  15/.  Il5.  would 
^^  required  for  a  receiver  to  collect  the  rents,  and  that 
hereby  the  rents  would  be  sunk  10/.,  and  it  provided 
^at  this  sum  of  10/.  should  be  paid  out  of  the  19/.  sur- 
plus of  the  revenue  appointed  for  the  first  fifty  boys, 
and  that  the  remainder  of  that  surplus  should  be  paid 
to  a  clergyman  to  teach  the  boys  their  catechism.     The 
Society  covenanted  that  they  would,  at  all  times  there- 
after  for  ever,  observe,  perform,  and  keep  the  trusts 
thereby  in  them  reposed,  for  the  said  last  fifty  boys,  in 
such  order,  method,  and  manner  as  they  were  thereby 
agreed  and  intended;  and  Colston  covenanted  to  pay 
the  taxes  charged  on  the  fee-farm  rents,  or  make  suffi- 
cient provision  for  payment  of  them,  so  that  the  fee-farm 
rents  thereby  granted  might  not  be  burthened  or  charge- 
able with  any  of  them,  nor  the  charity  thereby  intended 
for  the  said  last  fifty  boys  thereby  lessened. 

Edward  Cohtouj  by  his  will,  after  reciting  his  cove- 
nants to  pay  and  discharge  all  taxes  on  the  lands  and 
fte-&rm  rents  settled  on  them  for  his  hospital,  directed 
his  executors  to  pay  and  discharge  them,  till  his  per- 
sonal estate  should  be  laid  out  in  lands,  and  then  to 
charge  the  lands  with  such  taxes ;  and  he  gave  to  the 

Vol.  V.  A  a  society 
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1842.  society  a  fee-farm  rent  of  39/.  17i.  6d^  which  he  chargedflEna 

^^Jf^^"^  with  payments  to  charities  unconnected  with  the  schoolj^.  Jl 

Attorney-  amounting  to  28/.     And  reciting  the  settlement  of  thr" ^  i 

^^^^^  manors  of  Beere  and  Locking  upon  the  hospital,  and  th^^  i 

The  covenants  of  the  merchants,  he  directed,  that  in  cas^^^ 

B&SRCIIANTS 

Vrmturbrs'  ^'^^y  should  have  duly  performed  the  same,  and  it  shoul 


Society.  appear  that  the  said  two  manors  had  not  let  for  or  pre 
duced  the  yearly  sums  they  had  been  taken  for,  and 
that  by  reason  tliereof  the  society  had  been  bandjide 
losers  in  their  own  income  by  their  agreement,  that  the 
they  should  appropriate  to  themselves,  out  of  the 
maining  part  of  the  fee-farm  rents  of  S9/.  l?^*  6dJ^K=s 
thereby  devised  (being  11/.  175. 6(L)  so  much  thereof  a<^  ^ 
should  be  found  to  be  wanting  and  necessary  to  enabl^^  M 
them  to  comply  with  the  said  trust,  so  as  they  mighr  mr- 
not  be  losers  thereby ;  but  if  the  same  should  not  b^B»<4H 
wanted,  then  the  overplus  was  to  be  applied  for  clothipgafc  m 
his  almsmen. 

After  the  death  of  Colston  his  representatives  mad*  .^^ 
provision  for  the  future  outgoings. 

The  present  information  also  sought  relief  in  respec=^»ci 
of  the  following  transactions,  which  took  place  after  th^czisc 
execution  of  the  trust  deed: —  Some  of  the  lands  whic^  — ~xb 
the  society  purchased  for  Colston  from  Baayer^  remaine— — ^cd 
after  the  purchase,  and  were  at  the  date  of  the  tru^  ^^ 
deed,  in  the  occupation  of  Baayer^  at  the  yearly  rent  c^  ^ 
31 5L,  and  Bawyer  proposed  to  pay  250021  as  a  fine  foc^^o 
a  lease  of  the  same  lands,  to  be  granted  to  him  for  Htm^^ 
lives  of  himself  and  his  wife,  and  the  survivor  of  thenr:*^^  -^ 
at  a  rent  of  5/.  The  proposal  was  complied  with  fac:^  b 
the  society,  and  carried  into  effect;  tod  by  mienlMwr  mlmit^ 
dated  the  26th  of  March  1709,  and  made  between  tM^^^nbe 
feoffees  of  the  first  part,  the  society  of  the  second  pn  ^  mtrt, 
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^'kI  Baayer  and  wife  of  the  third  part;  the   manor        1842. 

^«    Beere  and  the   lands  therein  referred  to  were  de-     ^"^^if"^^ 

The 
•*^ised  to  Baajfer  and  his  wife :  To  hold  to  them,  their    Attornbt- 

-"cirs,  and  assigns,  for  their  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  sur-      Gb^kral 

'^ivor  of  them,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  315/.     On  the  28th  The 

^aj  of  the  same  month,  by  an  indenture  made  between    \^^^^^^* 

^lie  same  parties,  after  reciting  that  Bamyer  had  pro-       Society. 

^posed   to  buy  SIO/.  per  annum,  part  of  the  rent  of 

^15/.   and   make   his   rent  5/.  per   annum  during  the 

^S^ives  of  himself  and  his  wife,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 

:&.twas  witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of  2500/.  paid  by 

^^^^am/er  and  wife  to  the  treasurer  of  the  society,  Bcnxyer 

\  bis  wife  were  released  from  the  payment  of  310/., 

;  of  the  annual  rent  of  315/.  reserved  by  the  lease; 

^BBnd  the  society  covenanted  to  apply  the  310/.  per  an- 

'sciam  to  the  use  of  the  charitable  trust,  and  according  to 

"^lie  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  settlement     It  ap- 

S^>eared  that  only  500/.,  part  of  the  2500/.,  was  actually 

K^d  in  money ;  payment  of  the  remaining  sum  of  2000/. 

^^was  accepted  by  the  assignment  of  a  mortgage  debt  of 

^OOO/i  from  one  John  Hobbs^  and  secured  on  a  lease  for 

years  of  the  manor  of  Stqgursei/f  granted  to  Hobbs  by 

-Sfon  CoUege;  and  ader  a  lapse  of  some  years,  and  by 

^fce  neglect  of  Hcbbs  to  pay  the  debt,  the  society  became 

^1^  owners  of  the  manor  of  Stogursey^  and  have  ever 

since  continued  the  owners  thereof  under  the  leases 

S^ted  by  Eton  CoUege. 

The  information  prayed  that  the  charity  founded  by 

^iward  Cobton  in  the  year  1708  might  be  established, 

^d  that  it  might  be  ascertained  of  what  the  property 

^longing  to  the  charity  consisted,  and  whether  the  De- 

'^iidants  were  indebted  to  the  charity  in  any  sum  of 

^ooey;  and  that  in  taking  the  accounts   which  were 

^ked,  the  Defendants  might  be  charged  with  the  sum 

Aa  2  of 
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of  500/. ;  and  that  it  might  be  declared,  either  that  thi 
manor  and  lands  of  Stogursey  were  held  by  the  Defend 
ants  in  trust  for  the  charity,  or  otherwise  that  the  charity 
was  entitled  to  the  sum  of  2000/.,  to  be  charged  in 
account  against  the  Defendants,  and  that  various  ac: 
counts  might  be  taken  ;  and,  if  necessary,  that  a  schem 
for  the  application  of  the  surplus  income  of  the  charity, 
might  be  settled. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  insisted  that  tlx 
society  had  entered  into  a  contract  with  Colston^  by  tir 
terms  of  which  they  were  bound  to  maintain  the  lOK 
boys  &c.  whatever  might  be  the  amount  of  the  rents  • 
the  property,  and  that  they  were,  by  their  contract,  tm 
titled  to  the  surplus,  if  any. 

The  property,  it  appeared,  produced  about  SOOOiL 
year;    but   the   answur   stated    that  payments,  on  l^ 
whole  since  the  dale  of  the  deed,  exceeded  the  receif — 
by  n  sum  of  3409/.     Tiie  Defendants  also  stated,  th= 
from  the  establishment  of  the  charity,  the  society, 
their  accounts  rendered  to  Colston^  gave  credit  merw 
for  the  rents  at  the  estimated  and  agreed  amount,  a- 
debited  him  with  the  agreed  amount  of  charges.     Tl" 
also  relied  on  certain  proceedings  in  this  Court  relati 
to  this  charity  which  took  place  in  1760,  in  a  cause 
The  Attorney-Geneial  v.  Middleton  as  binding  the  rij 
of  the  parties. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Blunt^  in  support  of  th« 
formation. 


Mr.  Kinderslcj/  and  Mr.  Osbome,  contra. 
Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 
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7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  information  prays  that  a  charity  founded  by  Ed^ 
'^Msard  Ccision  in  the  year  1708  may  be  established,  and 
"^inat  it  may  be  ascertained  of  what  the  property  belong- 
^^zig  to  the  charity  consists,  and  whether  the  Defendants 
^^xe  indebted  to  the  charity  in  any  sum  of  money ;  and 
^^Kiat,  in  taking  the  accounts  which  are  asked,  the  De- 
'^ndants  may  be  charged  with  the  sum  of  500/. ;  and 
'^-Aat  it  may  be  declared  either  that  the  manor  and  lands 
^^:^\ Stogursey  are  held  by  the  Defendants  in  trust  for  the 
'^^liarity,  or  otherwise  that  the  charity  is  entitled  to  the 
sp^vm  of  2000/.,  to  be  charged  in  account  against  the  De- 
scendants ;  and  that  various  accounts  may  be  taken,  and, 
^  ^  necessary,  that  a  scheme  for  the  application  of  the 
^  vrplus  income  of  the  charity  may  be  settled. 
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It  appears  that  in  and  before  the  year  1706  Mr, 
^^dward  Odston^  a  native  of  Bristol^  was  desirous  of 
^^taUishing  an  hospital  or  charity  there,  for  maintaining 
^^  educating  fifty  poor  boys  and  placing  them  out  as 
apprentices,  and  that  such  charity  should  be  conducted 
^j  the  Society  of  Merchants  Venturers  of  the  city  of 
^riudy  of  which  Mr.  Colston  was  a  meipber.  It  was 
proposed  that  the  charity  should  be  maintained  by  a 
sufficient  revenue  arising  from  land,  which^  as  to  the 
S'^^ter  part  thereof,  was  to  be  purchased  for  the  pur- 
pose. And  after  a  correspondence  between  Mr.  Colston 
And  the  society  as  to  the  expense  of  maintaining  the 
<^harity,  the  socie^,  with  a  view  to  the  endowment  of 
the  charity,  and  acting  on  the  behalf  of  Mr.  Colston 

and 
(a)  J  Mad.  319.,  and  2Jac.^  W.  S94. 
Aa  S 
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1842.        and  at  his  expense,  procured  to  be  oonveyed  to  them 
^"^^(^^     mansion-house  in  St.  Augustin^s  Back  in  BHstclj  i 
Attornbt-   the  manor  of  Beere  and  lands  in  Somersetshire.     Thi 
Gbnbral      hereditaments,  together  with  the  manor  and  rectory  oi. 
The  Locking,  and  certain  lands  there,  which  belonged  to  Mr.' 

VntTURBRs'    Colston^  were  computed  to  be  of  the  annual. Talue  ot 
Society.       720/.,  subject  to  reduction  for  payment  of  taxes 

outgoings;  and  the  society  having  reckoned  the  cost  o^4i 
maintaining  the  charity  for  fifty  boys  at  6S4jL  5s.  pets 
annum,  it  was  considered,  that  if  independent  pro¥isioic::K 
were  made  for  the  payment  of  taxes  and  some  outgoings* 
the  revenue  arising  from  the  estates  would  be  m\ 
than  sufficient  to  pay  the  other  outgoings  and  the 
for  fifty  boys*     But  before  the  arrangement  was  com^ 
pleted,  Mr.  Cohtan  desired  to  extend  the  benefit  of  th^ 
charity  to  fitly  more  boys,  making  in  the  whole  1 
boys,  and  for  that  purpose  to  appropriate  fee-farm  rents-^^ 
to  the  amount  of  55Hl.  \6s.  per  annum,  and  the  society 
considering  that  the  charge  of  the  additional  fifty  boy^  '^- 
would  be  553/.  55.,  agreed  to  accept  the  trust. 

The  trusts  might  have  been  very  simple,  if  the 
puted  revenue  of  720/.  had  consisted  merely  of  annua*^ 
rents,  and  if  the  taxes  and  outgoings  could  have  beec^^ 
ascertained  sums ;  but  in  the  computation  which  wa 
agreed  to,  the  fines  paid  on  copies,  and  the  renewal 
leases  on  which  some  of  the  lands  were  held,  were  com: 
puted  at  the  annual  sum  of  100/.,  and  might,  in  fact^*^^ 
turn  out  to  be  greater  or  less  in  any  year,  and  the  taxe-     ^^^ 
and  other  outgoings,  which  were  computed,  the  taxes  a^^^^^^ 
62/.  145.  8^.  and  the  other  outgoings  at  66/.  155.,  making  ^^^S 
together   129/.  95.  8(/.  per  annum,  were  variable,  an*  ^k^^ 
would,  if  deducted  from  the  computed  rent  of  720Bfc»-*^ 
reduce  it  to  590/.  105.  4^.,   and  make  it  less  than  tln^^i^ 
computed  sum  of  634/.  5s,<,  the  computed  charge  f^^or 
the  first  fifty  boys;  and  moreover,  the  surplus  of  tF^    -he 

556L  V        6s. 
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5582.  I6s.f  the  amount  of  the  fee-farm  rents  after  paying        1842. 

55SL  5s.,  the  computed  annual  charge  for  the  additional  ^"^Jnf^^ 

fifty  boys,  would  leave  only  a  surplus  of  5/.  lis.,  which  ATroRyBY- 

would  not  be  suflScient  to  pay  a  receiver  of  the  rents.  General 

These  circumstances  were  to  be  pravided  for,  and  the  The 

•      ^  \'    '^'  J  ^  Merchants 

provisions  gave  nse  to  some  peculiarities  and  to  some    Venturers* 

complication  in  the  foundation  deed.     There  is  a  com-       Society. 

bination  of  contract  or  covenant  and  trust,  which  has 

given  rise  to  the  question  which  is  to  be  determined  in 

this  Court. 

The  Attorney-General  contends,  that  the  Society  of  , 
Merchants  Venturers  took  the  estates  which  were  con- 
veyed to  them,  as  trustees  only,  and  for  the  benefit  of 
the  charity ;  and  that  they  took  the  trust  accompanied 
by  an  obligation  to  maintain  the  charity  for  100  boys, 
even  if  the  revenue  of  the  charity  estate  should  be  insuf- 
ficient, unless  such  insufficiency  were  occasioned  by  fire, 
hurricane,  or  other  inevitable  accident 

The  Defendants  contend,  that  the  estates  were  con- 
veyed to  them  absolutely,  for  their  own  use,  subject  only 
to  the  condition  of  their  maintaining  the  charity  for  100 
boys  according  to  the  directions  of  the  founder. 

After  considering  the  accounts  and  other  documents 
produced,  I  think  that  the  question  depends  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  deed  of  the  25th  of  Naoember  1708, 
which  requires  great  attention  and  consideration.  It 
clearly  purports  to  be  a  contract-  on  the  part  of  the  so- 
ciety to  accept  and  perform  a  trust;  and  from  the  argu- 
ment on  both  sides,  it  would  seem  to  be  admitted,  that 
if  the  rents  were  to  fall,  the  society  would  nevertheless 
be  bound  to  perform  the  trusts,  and  thence  the  Defend- 
ants deduce  an  argument,  that  they  were  entitled  to  any 
profit  which  might  arise  from  an  increase  of  rent. 

Aa  ^  The 
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The  deed  was  made  between  Edward  Cclstcn  of  the 
first  part,  Sit  John  Duddlesione  and  several  other  persons 
named  as  feoffees  of  the  second  part,  and  the  Society  of 
Merchants  Venturers  of  the  third  part,  and  it  was  there- 
by witnessed,  that  Colston  conveyed  to  the  feoffees  and 
their  heirs,  the  mansion-house  at  St.  Augustin^s  Back^ 
the  manor  of  Beercj  with  divers  hereditaments  there, 
some  of  which  were  held  by  tenants  on  leases  for  lives, 
the  manor  and  rectory  of  Lockings  the  advowson  of  the 
vicarage  of  Lockings  and  divers  hereditaments  there : 
to  hold  to  the  feoffees  in  fee,  with  a  proviso,  that  the 
conveyance  was  upon  the  trusts  only,  and,  to  the  only 
intents  and  purposes  following ;  that  is  to  say,  that  the 
feoffees  should  permit  the  society  to  hold  the  manors 
and  hereditaments  with  the  appurtenances,  to  grant, 
renew,  and  fill  up  leases  and  copyhold  estates,  and  re- 
ceive the  fines,  and  likewise  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
of  the  premises,  upon  the  trusts,  confidences,  and  for 
the  only  ends  and  purposes  following:  and  the  trust 
was,  to  permit  the  mansion-house  to  be  used  for  the 
habitation  of  fifty  poor  boys,  and  schoolmasters,  to 
maintain  the  boys,  and  put  them  out  apprentices,  and 
repair  the  house.  So  far  we  have  merely  trust ;  but  the 
deed  then  recites,  that  the  society  have  computed  the 
yearly  costs  and  charges  of  the  trust  at  6S42.  5s.  per 
annum,  and  that  Mr.  Colstoti  agreed  thereto,  and  that  the 
society  consented  to  take  the  634Z.  55.,  which  should  be, 
in  the  tirst  place,  taken  out  of  the  rents,  as  a  sufficient 
allowance  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  and  that  the  sur- 
plus of  the  rents  and  profits  should  be  applied  towards 
the  payment  of  such  outgoings  wherewith  the  manors 
and  premises  should  be  chargeable*  No  suggestion 
here  that  any  part  of  the  surplus  should  be  applied  to 
their  own  use ;  the  surplus  was,  in  this  place  only,  made 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  outgoings;  but  the  deed 
proceeds :  --*  And  for  preventing  and  avoiding  all  dis- 
putes 
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pates  and  controversies  about  the  yearly  value  of  the  1842. 
manors,  lands,  and  premises,  and  to  the  end  the  fund  ^^^rL^"^ 
and  the  provision  thereby  made  should  not,  on  any  Attornbt- 
pretence,  be  deemed  or  taken  to  be  deficient,  it  was  ^^^^ 
i^preed  and  declared,  that  the  manor  and  lands  pur-  The 
chased  from  Baayer  were  of  the  yearly  value  of  450/.,  Venturers' 
the  manor  and  lands  of  Locking  were  of  the  yearly  Society, 
value  of  250/.,  and  that  the  cellars  and  lofts  of  the 
house  were  esteemed  of  the  yearly  value  of  20/.,  in  all 
720/^  from  which  being  deducted  6S4/.  5s.  for  the  so- 
ciety to  answer  the  purposes  of  the  charity,  there  re- 
mained a  surplus  of  85/.  155.,  out  of  which  all  the 
outgoings,  wherewith  the  manors  and  premises  were  or 
should  be  subject  or  liable  unto,  were  to  be  paid  and 
discharged.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  sum  of 
%5L  15s.  was  known  to  be  insufficient  for  the  payment 
of  the  taxes  and  other  outgoings;  and  the  society, 
having  stipulated  for  their  own  protection  that  the  sum 
required  for  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  charity  should 
be  first  taken  out  of  the  rents,  appear  to  have  been 
willing  to  rely  on  the  means  provided  to  answer  the 
outgoings.  The  taxes  were  computed  to  amount  to 
62/.  14&  8dL,  and  were  to  be  paid  by  Mr.  Colston.  The 
remaining  outgoings  were  computed  at  66/.  155.,  and 
were  to  be  paid  out  of  the  85/.  155.^  of  which  a  yearly 
sum  of  19/i  would  be  left,  and  care  was  taken  that  the 
sum  of  19/.  should  not  go  for  the  benefit  of  the  society, 
by  providing  a  specific  application  of  it,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  charity.  The  taxes  and  outgoings  might  increase 
or  decrease.  All  the  taxes  and  any  increase  of  outgo- 
ings, beyond  the  661. 155.,  were  to  be  paid  by  Colston; 
but  if  by  ceasing  or  decrease  of  taxes  the  same  should 
be  more  than  sufficient,  the  surplus  thereof  was  to  be  ap- 
plied to  the  advantage  of  the  house,  either  by  increase 
of  boys  or  making  good  contingencies.  It  appears, 
therefore,^  that  an  increase  of  sums^  applicable  to  the 

charity 
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charity  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties,  in  the 
event  of  taxes  and  outgoings  becoming  less.  An  in- 
crease by  improvement  of  rent  is  not  specifically  pro- 
vided for ;  but  on  the  computed  rent  of  720/.,  it  was 
provided  that  634/.  5s,  should  be  first  taken  for  the 
charity 9  and  that  19/.,  part  of  the  residue,  should  be  ap- 
propriated to  other  purposes ;  and  these  applications, 
allowing  of  66L  1 5s.  being  applied  for  outgoings,  it  is 
agreed,  that  if  the  whole  sum  of  66/.  1 5s,  should  not  be 
wanted  for  outgoings,  any  surplus  should  be  applied  to 
the  benefit  of  the  house.  No  greater  sum  than  66/.  15^. 
was  to  be  applied  for  outgoings,  because  CoUtan  was  to 
supply  any  deficiency.  Another  instance  of  regard  to 
the  interest  of  the  charity  immediately  follows.  The 
deed  recites,  that  as  the  monies  to  be  raised  by  fines  on 
granting  or  renewing  leases  and  copies  and  other  casual 
profits  were,  in  the  calculation  of  720/.  per  annum,  valued 
and  computed  at  100/.  per  year;  it  was  agreed,  that  a 
particular  account  should  be  taken  and  kept  of  the  fines 
and  casual  profits,  and  that  such  accounts  "should  be  made 
up  once  in  ten  years ;  and  if  the  same  amounted  to  more 
than  sufficient  to  make  up  100/.  per  annum,  with  inter- 
est of  any  monies  advanced  in  the  mean  time  to  make 
up  the  100/.  per  annum,  then  that  such  surplus  should 
remain  as  a  stock  to  supply  any  contingencies  that  might 
happen  to  the  prejudice  of  the  manors  and  lands,  or  any 
deficiencies  in  the  outgoings,  or  otherwise.  Thus  any 
surplus  of  the  computed  income,  which  arose  firom 
fines  and  casual  profits,  was  to  be  applied  for  the  benefit 
of  the  charity,  and  it  does  not  seem  likely  that  a  sur- 
plus of  rents,  of  which  fines  are  in  a  sort  the  anticipa- 
tion, was  intended  to  be  applied  in  a  difierent  manner. 
The  clause  shews  that  it  was  anticipated,  that  in  some 
years  the  society  might  be  required  to  advance  money, 
to  make  up  the  computed  annual  sum  of  100/.,  and 
these  advances  were  to  be  repaid  with  interest,  befiire  a 
surplui^pplicable  to  the  purposes  of  the  charity  was  io 

be 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  355. 

be  declared.  The  deed  afterwards  contained  a  pro-  184S. 
vision  that  upon  the  deaths  or  removal  of  any  of  the  ^"^!m^^*^ 
fifty  boys,  no  successor  should  be  admitted  till  one  full  Attornbt<« 
quarter  of  a  year  had  expired  from  such  death  or  re-  General 
moval  of  a  predecessor,  to  the  intent  that  a  quarter's  The 
allowance  might,  from  time  to  time,  remain  and  be  for  Vbnturbm* 
the  benefit  of  the  house.  We  have,  therefore,  express  Society, 
provision  for  the  charity  being  benefited,  first,  by  any 
diminution  of  outgoings;  secondly,  by  any  excess  of 
fines  and  casual  profits  beyond  the  average  annual  sum 
of  100/. ;  and,  thirdly,  by  delaying  admissions  for  a  full 
quarter  of  a  year  after  vacancies  occurred ;  and  on  the 
other  hand,  it  was  provided,  that  if  by  fire,  floods,  hur- 
ricane, famine,  wars,  or  such  like  inevitable  accidents, 
either  on  the  manors  and  lands,  or  the  tenants  thereof, 
whereby  they  should  be  disabled  to  pay  the  rents,  or  by 
reason  whereof  the  rents  should  be  lessened,  or  the  ex- 
penses of  reparation  augmented,  then,  and  in  that  case, 
the  number  of  poor  boys  might  be  lessened,  so  long 
only,  and  no  longer  than  until  the  charges  and  expenses 
thereby  occasioned  should  be  raised,  and  the  loss  made 
good.  The  society  then  covenanted  that  they  would,  for 
ever  observe,  perform,  and  keep  all  and  every  the  trusts 
thereby  in  them  reposed,  in  such  order,  method,  and 
manner  as  the  same  are  therein  agreed,  declared,  and 
appointed.  The  deed  then,  reciting  that  Colsfym  had 
resolved  to  add  fifty  boys  more  to  the  other  fifty, 
whereby  to  increase  the  number  to  100,  witnessed, 
that  he  granted  and  confirmed  to  the  same  feoffees  and 
their  heirs,  divers  fee-farm  rents,  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  558/.  165.;  to  hold  the  same  to  the  feoffees,  in 
trust  after  the  25th  of  March  1710,  to  permit  the  Society 
of  Merchants  Venturers  for  ever  to  lake,  receive,  and 
enjoy  the  same,  upon  the  trusts,  confidences,  ends,  and 
purposes  following :  namely,  to  provide  for,  take  care 
of,  and  maintain  fifty  other  and  more  boys,  over  and 

besides 
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besides  the  first  fifty  boys,  and  in  the  same  manner.  It 
was  tben  recited  that  the  society  had  computed  that  the 
yearly  costs  and  charges  of  maintaining  the  charity  for 
the  additional  fifty  boys  would  amount  to  the  sum  of 
553L  5s.j  which  Colston  agreed  to ;  and  that  the  society 
consented  to  accept  5531.  5s,  as  a  sufficient  allowance  for 
the  purpose ;  and  that,  after  making  all  the  allowance, 
there  would  remain  the  sum  of  51.  lis.  of  the  fee-farm 
rents.  It  was  then  recited  that  15/.  lis.  would  be  re- 
quired for  a  receiver  to  collect  the  rents,  and  that 
thereby  the  rents  would  be  sunk  10/.;  and  it  provides 
that  this  sum  of  10/.  should  be  paid  out  of  the  19/. 
surplus  of  the  revenue  appointed  for  the  first  fifty  boys, 
and  that  the  remainder  of  that  surplus  should  be  paid  to 
a  clergyman  to  teach  the  boys  their  catechism. 


Such  is  the  purport  of  the  deeds,  so  far  as  relates  to 
the  application  of  the  revenue  of  the  charity.  The 
indications  in  favour  of  the  case  of  the  Defendants  are, 
first,  that  the  society  stipulated  to  maintain  the  charity 
for  certain  fixed  sums  payable  out  of  rents  of  a  com- 
puted definite  amount,  to  which  they  agreed  to  abide* 
and  consequently  might  have  the  same  number  of  boys 
to  maintain  at  the  same  costs,  although  the  rents 
in  particulars  years  should  fall  to  any  amount,  pro- 
vided the  fall  did  not  arise  from  fire,  hurricane^  or 
other  inevitable  accident.  Having  to  bear  the  risk 
of  loss,  they  argue  that  they  ought  to  have  the  benefit 
of  profit.  Secondly,  there  is  a  clause  of  forfeiture  (a), 
which  would  be  idle  if  it  were  not  contemplated 
that  they  had  something  valuable  to  lose.  It  does 
not  appear  that  any  defalcation  of  rent  was  contem- 
plated, except  from  two  causes,  first  inevitable  acci- 

denty 

{a)  AUomey-General  v.  The      The  Cooper^  Conqtm^y  SMeaVm 
Cordwmner^  Company,  5  MyL  4r      S9. 
X.  554. ;  and  Aitomey^General  v. 
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dent,  in  which  case  the  costs  and  charges  were  to  be 
reduced  till  the  loss  was  made  good  ;  and  secondly,  the 
amount  of  fines  and  casual  profits  being  less  than  the 
computed  annual  sum  of  100/.,  in  which  case  it  seems 
to  have  been  intended,  that  the  society  should  advance 
money  to  make  good  the  deficiency,  and  that  such 
money  should  be  afterwards  repaid  with  interest.     CoU 
sion  undertook  heavy  burthens,  and  it  is  said  that  the 
society  undertook  a  risk  of  loss.    In  these  circumstances, 
if  an  increase  of  ordinary  rent  had  been  contemplated, 
Colston^  if  he  had  not  desired  the  surplus  to  be  applied 
for  the  benefit  of  the  charity,  would  probably  have  de- 
sired relief  from  his  own  burthens,  and  the  society,  if 
they  had  not  intended  to  treat  the  whole  as  subject 
to  the  trust,  would  probably  have  desired  to  secure  the 
profit  by  express  stipulation.     But  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  increase  of  rents  was  contemplated,  otherwise 
than  as  there  might  be  more  money  received  from  fines 
and  casual  profits,  than  would  be  sufficient  to  make  up 
the  average  annual  sum  of  100/.,  and  in  this  case  the  sur- 
plus is  appropriated  to  the  benefit  of  the  charity.     Add 
to  these  circumstances  the  general  words  by  which  it 
appears  that  all  the    property  was  conveyed  for   the 
purposes  of  the  tnisl  thereby  established,  the  care  taken 
to  provide  for  the  application  to  the  purposes  of  the 
trust  of  the  full  amount  of  the  computed  revenue,  the 
care  taken  to  secure  for  the  benefit  of  the  charity  any 
saving  from  the  diminution  of  outgoings,  and  the  bur- 
then assumed  by  Colston  of  providing  for  the  payment 
of  taxes  and  outgoings,  beyond  the  computed  amount, 
in  order   that  the  charity  might  have  the  full  benefit 
intended,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  object  was  to  esta- 
blish a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  charity  alone. 


1842. 


The 
Attornky- 

GSNERAL 

V. 

The 

Merchants 

Vbmturers* 

Society. 


The  deed,  though  founded  in  contract,  appears  to 
me  to  result  in'  trust.     The  purpose  of  CoUson  was 

charity ; 
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The 
Attorney- 
General 

V. 

The 

lifBRCHANTS 

Venturers* 
.Society. 


charity  ;  he  conveyed  valjuable  estates,  and  besides  that, 
entered  into  very  burthensome  covenants.     The  society 
may  also  have  had  a  charitable  purpose ;  but  whether 
they  had  or  not,  they  obtained  the  patronage  of  the 
vicarage  of  Locktngj    the  nomination   of  the   school- 
masters, and  of  one  half  of  the  boys  who  were  to  have 
the  benefit  of  the   charity.      It  may   have   been   well 
worth  their  while  to  enter  into  the  covenants,  which  by 
this  deed  they  bound   themselves   to   perform.      The 
advantages  they  acquired  might  well  be  such,  that  the 
fear  of  forfeiting  them  would  operate  as  a  motive  to 
induce  them  to  execute   the  trust  faithfully.     I  have, 
under  these  circumstances,  come  to  the  conclusion,  that 
all  the  rents  arising  from  the  manors  and  lands  com- 
prised in  the  deeds,  ought  to  be  applied  for  the  purposes 
of  charity. 


The  particular  transactions  which  the  information 
complains  of,  though  carried  into  effect  after  the  execu- 
tion of  the  trust  deed,  were  the  result  of  a  negotiation 
previously  entered  into.  It  is  said  that  the  consent  of 
Colston  was  asked,  but  there  is  no  proof  that  it  was 
given ;  and  the  terms  of  his  trust  deed  appear  to  me  in- 
consistent with  the  supposition  that  he  did  consent.  The 
case  is — [His  Lordship  recapitulated  the  circumstances  of 
the  transaction  with  B&isyer  in  the  terms  before  stated, 
and  then  proceeded.]  In  respect  of  this  transaction 
the  information  prays,  that  the  Defendants  may  be 
charged  with  ths  sum  of  500/.  which  they  received,  and 
that  it  may  be  declared  that  the  Defendants  hold  the 
manor  of  Stogursey  in  trust  for  the  charity,  or  that  they 
ought  to  be  charged  with  the  sum  of  2000/.  which  was 
secured  by  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  of  Hobbs. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  the  society  had  no  right  thus  to 
deal  with  the  trust  property  for  their 'own  benefit,  and 

that 
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that  they  are  chargeable  with  any  profit  which  arose 
from  the  transaction,  and  that  in  making  the  inquiry  as 
to  the  profit  they  made,  they  ought  to  be  cliuiged  in 
account  with  the  sum  of  2500/.,  and  to  have  credit  for 
the    sum  of  SIOL   which  they  paid  or   accounted  for 


1842. 


The 
Attorney- 
General 

V. 

The 

during  the  lives  of  Bovyer  and  wife,  and  I  think  that   Venturers* 
the   Defendants  should   be  charged   with    the  amount       Society. 
of  such  profit  as  the  Master  shall  find  to  have  been 
made  by  the  transaction,  and  interest  thereon. 


The  terms  of  the  decree  were  aflerwards  discussed, 
and  it  was  ultimately  arranged  to  the  effect  following:—- 


EXTRACT   FROM    DECREE. 


**  Declare  the  lands,  &c.  are 
Held  on  charitable  trusts,  and 
that  the  DePendants  are  not  en- 
^tled  to  appropriate  any  part  of 
the  irtuts  to  their  own  use;  and 
«ieclare  that,  under  the  circum- 
rtances,  the  Manor  of  Stoguney 
»    V)ested  in  the  Defendants,  in 


trust  for  the  same  charitable 
purposes.  Let  the  Master  in- 
quire of  what  the  property  con- 
sists; take  an  account  of  the 
rents,  &c.  from  the  filing  of  the 
information,  and  approve  of  a 
scheme." 
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Jvltf9. 
Aug.  4. 


HOTHAM  V.  SOMERVILLE. 


npHE  circumstances  of  this  case  are  fully  detailed  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Court. 


F.  and  »% 

as  solicitors 

for  the  tenant 

for  life,  held 

the  title  deeds 

which  after- 
wards passed 

into  the  pos- 
session of  W. 

and  C,  their 

successors. 

The  tenant 

for  life  died, 

and  the  estate 

then  stood 

limited,  first, 

to  F.  and  W. 

for  500  years 

to  secure  a 

sum  of  SOOO^, 

with  re- 
mainder to 

trustees  for 
600  years  to 
secure  a  join- 
ture and  por- 
tions, with 
remainder  to 
A.  B,  in  tail. 

A.  B,  being 
an  infant,  a 
suit  was  in- 
stituted on  his 
behalf,  in 
which  the 
2000/.  was 
raised  on  the 
security  of  the 

term.     Upon  that  occasion,  F,  and  W,  covenanted  with  the  mortgagees  to  produce 
the  title  deeds  from  time  to  time,  and  not  to  part  with  them  ;  but  they  were  re- 
lievable  from  the  covenant  on  certain  terms.    A  receiver  was  appointed  in  the  suit, 
and  the  Court  directed  the  costs  of  the  solicitors  of  the  suit  to  remain  charges  upon 
the  estate  at  interest.     W,  and  C  were  solicitors  in  the  suit  for  A,  B, 
,  A  B.,  upon  coming  of  age,  presented  a  petition  for  the  delivery  of  the  title  deeds. 
Hehi,  that  v independently  of  the  covenant)  IV,  and  C  held  the  deeds  for  A.  B.,  and 
not  for  the  termors,  but  the  covenant  having  been  entered  into  for  the  benefit  of 
the  infant,  F.  and  W.  were  not  bound  to  part  with  the  deeds,  until  released  from 
their  covenant.     Held  also,  that  IV,  was  not  entitled  to  hold  the  deeds  for  the 
trubtees  of  the  term  of  600  years,  or  for  any  costs  other  than  those  of  seeing  himseir 
properly  released  from  the  covenant,  and  that  he  had  no  right  to  require  them  t(^ 
be  delivered  to  the  receiver  in  the  cause. 


Mr.  Pemlerton  and  Mr.  GUuse,  for  the  petitioner  Wil- 
B.  Hotham. 

Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  other  parties  sup- 
ported the  petition. 

Mr.  Biggi  for  Mr.  Fulwer  Craven. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  HalUttj  for  Mr.  White,  in  opposi- 
tion. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  petition  prays  that  the  respondent  may  deliver 
up  certain  deeds  and  documents  to  the  solicitor  of  the 
petitioner. 

In  the  year  1808,  the  estate  to  which  the  petitioner  is 
entitled,  was,  under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment, purchased  and  conveyed  to  William  Hotham  of 
Bognorj  William  Hotham  of  York,  and  Jane  Cowan,  in 

fee, 


HOTHAX 

V, 
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■^9  in  trust  for  the  then  subsisting  uses  of  the  will 
of  Sir  Richard  Hotham :  viz.,  to  the  use  of  William 
Botham  of  Bognor  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  the  first  son  of  the  same  fViUiam  Hotham  in  tail,  Somervillb. 
^ith  other  remainders  over,  and  there  was  power,  en- 
abling the  tenant  for  life  to  secure  a  jointure  for  his 
^^dowr,  and  portions  for  his  younger  children. 

On  the  occasion  of  this  purchase,  the  title  deeds  of 
tb^  estate  were  delivered  to  Messrs.  White  and  Fownesj 
as  the  solicitors  of  William  Hotham  of  Bognor^  the  tenant 
for-  life. 

ii  the  year  1809,  William  Hotham  of  Bognor^  in  pur- 
SLft^ince  of  arrangements  made  on  his  marriage  in  1S07> 
«^^uted  deeds,  whereby  he  granted  an  annuity,  by  way 
of*  jointure,  to  his  wife,  and  charged  the  estate  with  por- 
tions for  his  younger  children;  but  the  wife  having  died 
"^  €)ctober  1810,  leaving  a  daughter  Jane  Marianne^  the 
onl  J  issue  of  the  marriage,  that  deed  ceased  to  have  any 
operation. 

Jane  Cofwan^  one  of  the  trustees  named  in  the  act 

^^   parliament,  having  died  before  the  year  1819,  Mr. 

^'□'Hwify,  one  of  the  solicitors  of  William  Hotham  of 

^ognor,  was  appointed  a  trustee  in  her  place,  and  deeds 

^^re  executed  in  the  month  of  February  1819,  whereby 

"^e  estate,  formerly  vested  in  William  Hotham  of  Bognor ^ 

William  Hotham  of  York^  and  Jane  Ccnoan  was  conveyed 

^  fViUiam  Hotham  of  Bognor,  William  Hotham  of  York, 

^d  James  Someroille  Fownes.  (a) 

The  deeds  had  passed  from  the  possession  of  White 
^d  Pownes  into  the  possession  of  Fownes  and  White, 

who 
(«)  He  afterwards  took  the  name  of  SomervUle* 
VouV.  Bb 
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1842.        who  had  succeeded  to  their  business,  and  were  held  by 
^?TV^^     Fcnxmes  and  White  as  the  solicitors  of  WiUiam  HoOum 

HOTHAM 

V.  ot  Bognor. 

SOMBRVILLB, 

WiUiam  Holham  of  BognorirBS  about  to  marry  again; 
previously  to  his  doing  so,  and  in  order  to  make  proTision 
for  his  daughter  and  only  child  of  his  first  marriage,  aod 
to  provide  a  jointure  for  his  intended  wife,  and  portions 
for  the  younger  children  of  his  second  marriage,  be, 
by  an  indenture  dated  the  26th  day  of  February  1819, 
charged  the  estate  with  the  sum  of  2000/.,  as  the  por- 
tion of  his  daughter  Jane  Marianne  ;  and  pursuant  to  bis 
power,  and  for  better  securing  the  payment  of  the  2000^ 
he  demised  the  estate  to  James  Somerville  Fonmes  and 
Richiird  Samuel  Wkiiey  for  the  term  of  500  years,  on 
trust  to  raise  the  2000/.,  with  a  proviso  for  the  cesser 
of  the  term  when  the  trusts  should  be  performed. 

By  this  deed  Messrs.  Fomtes  and  Whitey  who  were 
the  solicitors  of  William  Hotham  of  Bognor^  and  wbo 
held  the  deeds  for  him,  became  the  trustees  t>f  the  term 
of  500  years,  for  securing  payment  of  the  daughter's 
portion;  but  the  acceptance  of  the  trust  did  not  vary  the 
custody,  which  remained,  as  before,  in  the  hands  of 
Fownes  and  Whitey  as  the  solicitors  of  William  Holhim 
of  Bognor. 

In  pursuance  of  arrangements  made  on  the  second 
marriage  of  William  Hotkam  of  BognoTj  a  deed,  dated 
the  20th  of  March  1819^  was  prepared.     It  was  not 
executed  till  some  years  afterwards,  when  circnmstances 
had  in  some  respects  changed.     The  effect  ultimately 
was  to  secure  a  jointure  of  60/.  a  year  to  the  second 
wife,  and   portions   for  the  younger  children   of  the 
second  marriage ;  and  for  these  purposes,  a  term  of  600 
years  was  vested  in  Henry  Usbame  and  Fulwer  Crthaiy 

in 
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m  tnnt  to  secure  the  jointure  and  the  portions  subject       184S. 
to  prior  chaqjes.  ^^^v;^ 

V, 

Of  the  second  marriage  there  were  three  children,  the  8<»«»v«^«- 

petitioner  William  Beaumont  Hoiham,  Richard  Henry  a 

ycjunger  son,  and  Geargiana  an  only  daughter;  and, 

tinder  these  circumstances,  the  estate,  subject  to  a  fee- 

Gurm  reilt,  stood  limited  to  William  Hotham  of  Bognor  for 

lifie^  remainder  to  William  Hotham  of  Bognor^  William 

JBciham  of  Yori^  and  James  Somerville  Faames^  as  tru»- 

t€8»cs  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to 

SS€^merville  and  White  for  the  term  of  500  years,  in  trust 

to  raise  the  portion  of  20001.  for  Jane  Marianne,  the  only 

cliild  of  the  first  marriage;  remainder  to  Usbome  and 

Grauen  for  the  term  of  600  years,  in  trust  to  secure  the 

jointure  and  to  raise  the  sum  of  2500L  for  the  portions 

of  the  younger  children  of  the  second  marriage;  re- 

meinder  to  the  petitioner  in  tail.    In  the  year  1835,  the 

title  deeds  were  in  the  possession  of  White  and  CareWf 

^e  successors  of  Faomes  and  White  and  the  solicitors 

^  WilUam  Hotham  of  Bqgnor. 

On  the  17tb  of  January  1855,  WilUdm  Hotham  of 
-^Ggnor  died.  The  trust  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
mainders ceased,  and  the  petitioner^  then  an  infant,  be- 
^^me  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  subject  to  the  charges 
^nd  the  terms  of  500  years  and  600  years,  vested  in 
^^ustees  for  the  purposes  before  mentioned. 

Mr.  White  contends,  that,  at  this  time,  Messrs.  Fawnes 
^Od  WhUef  the  trustees  of  the  term  of  500  years,  be- 
came entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  deeds,  and  that 
^f^Mte  and  Carew  held  them,  as  solicitors  for  Fawnes 
*nd  White;  but  from  the  time  when  the  deeds  of  February 
1819  were  executed,  up  to  the  death  of  William  Hotham 
of  Bognor,  in  January  1835,  the  deeds  were  in  the  pos- 
* '   ^      .  Bb  2  session 
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1842.       session  first  of  Faames  and  White^  and  afterwards  of 
^^p^^"*^^     White  and  Carew^  as  the  solicitors  of  William  Hotham 
V.  of  Bognor;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that,  after  the  death  of 

SonBRviLLE.  jfnniam  Hotham  of  Bognor,  it  was  the  duty  of  White 
and  Carew  to  hold  them  for  the  owner  of  the  inherit- 
ance. 

If  the  trustees  of  the  terms  had  been  wholly  inde- 
pendent of  White  and  Carew,  White  and  Carew  would 
not  have  been  justified  in  giving  up  the  deeds  to  them ; 
and  the  circumstance  that  White  was  one  of  the  tnistees, 
and  also  one  of  the  solicitors,  does  not,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  make  any  difference.  Those  who  had  a  right  to 
the  services  of  Mr.  White,  as  solicitor,  were  not  to  be 
prejudiced  in  any  way  by  the  fact  of  his  having  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case  become  a  trustee  of  the  term. 

The  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  being  an  infant, 
could  not  authorise  the  trustees  of  the  500  years'  term 
to  possess  themselves  or  retain  possession  of  the  deeds ; 
and  Messrs.  White  and  Carew,  who,  upon  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  became  the  solicitors  of  the  infant 
and  his  next  friend,  had  towards  him  a  duty  to  preserve 
the  deeds  for  his  use. 

The  petitioner,   the   tenant    in   tail    in    possession, 
being  an  infant,  Messrs.  Formes  and  White  entered  into 
possession  of  the  estate.      They  were  trustees  of  the 
term;  but  I  think  that  they  must  be  deemed  to  have 
taken  possession  for  the  benefit  and  protection  of  the 
infant,   and  not  adversely  to  him.     Messrs.  White  and 
Carew,  who  had  possession  of  the  deeds,  acted  as  so — 
licitors  for  the  infant  or  his  next  friend,  and  in  tha 
character  filed  a  bill,  to  have  the  rights  and  interests  cr^ 
the  persons  having  claims  on  the  estate  declared,  air^. 
to  have  the  proper  accounts  taken. 
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A  decree  declaring  the  rights  was'  made  on  the  12th        1842. 
Becember  1836,  and  it  was  ordered,  that  Fawnes  and     ^T^^"^ 

,  HOTHAM 

Vfhite  should,  with  the  approbation  of  the  Master,  raise  v. 

the  sum  of  2000/.,  the  portion  of  Jane  Marianne^  the  Somervilli, 

costs  of  the  suit,  and  the  costs  of  raising  the  money. 

By  subsequent  proceedings  it  was  ultimately  ascertained, 

that  the  sum  of  3037/.  lSs.\ld.  was  proper  to  be  raised ; 

and  Lady  Charles  Somerset  having  advanced  that  sum,  a 

deed,  dated  the  9th  day  of  June  1838,  was  executed  by 

Someroille  and  White  of  the  first  part,  James  Reeves  of 

the  second  part,  Jane  Marianne  Hotham  of  the  third 

part^  and  the  mortgagees  of  the  fourth  part;  and  by  this 

deed  it  was  witnessed,  that  Fcfwnes  and  White  assigned 

the  residue  of  the  term  of  500  years,  except  the  last  day 

thereof,  to  the  mortgagees,  to  secure  the  repayment  of 

the  debt,  and  they  covenanted  that  they  had  done  no  act 

to  incumber,  and  took  from  the  mortgagees  a  covenant 

that  the  person  entitled  to  the  inheritance  should  con* 

^^Qe  in  possession  of  the  estate,  until  default  should 

^  made  in  payment  of  the  mortgage  or  the  interest 

hereof. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  in  the  treaty  for  the  mortgage 

^^hite  and  Carerta  were  acting  not  only  as  solicitors  for 

-^otofies  and  White^  the  trustees  of  the  term  of  500 

y^ars,  but  also  as  solicitors  for  the  infant  tenant  in  tail, 

&n<l    with  a  proper  regard  for  his  interest.     It  was 

^^^umed  indeed,  as  I  think  without  sufficient  reason, 

^•t^at  White  and  Carem  held  the  deeds  for  Fatmes  and 

^^zie;  or,   in  other  words,  that  Fawnes  and   White^ 

^^  trustees  of  the  term,  had  possession  of  the  deeds ; 

^^t  they  seem  to  have  been  aware,  that  they,  as  trustees 

^f  the  term,  had  not  a  right  to  part  with  the  deeds,  even 

^o  the  mortgagees  who  advanced  the  money ;  and  it  was 

^^refore  announced,  at  an  early  period  of  the  treaty 

^^  the  mortgage,  that  the  deeds  would  not  be  parted 

Bb  S  with; 
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1842.        with;  and  this  proper  resolution  was  adhered  to,  after 
a  requisition  for  them  had  been  made  by  the  solicitor 
of  the  mortgagees.     Messrs.  White  land  Carem  appear  to 
SoMBRYiLLB.  ^^  ^  hdiV^  been  well  aware  of  their  duty  to  the  infaat 
tenant  in  tail,  for  whom  or  for  whose  next  friend  they 
were  acting  as  solicitors ;  and  they  seem,  likewise^  to 
have  contemplated  the  time   when   it  would   be  their 
duty  to  deliver  up  the  deeds  to  him;,  and   Messrs. 
Fonmes  and  Whiter  supposing  that  they  had  the  deeds, 
or  perhaps,  not  very  accurately  considering  *  in   whait 
character,  or  for  whom  they  were  held  by  White  and 
Carew^  but  recollecting  that  their  character  of  trustees 
of  the  term  arose  out  of  their  character  of  solicitors  for 
the  tenant  for  life,  were  very  properly  willing,  for  the 
benefit  of  their  client,  the  infant  tenant  in  tail,  to  enter 
into  a  qualified  covenant  for   their  production;  and, 
accordingly,   in    their    letter   to  Messrs.  Annedey  and 
Reade  of  the  28th  oi  March  1838,  they  say,  <<  We  will 
give  you  a' covenant  from  Messrs. 'JPow»€S  and  White 
for  the  production  of  the  deeds,  and  we  dare  say  the 
guardian  of  the  infant  tenant  in  tail  will  join  them'  in  the 
covenant,   in  which  the  usual  proviso  will  be  inserted 
for  relieving  them  therefrom,  in  the  event  of  their  part- 
ing with  the  deeds,  and  delivering  to  the  mortgagee  a 
new  deed  of  covenant  for  their  production  by  the  party 
to  whom   they  may  be  banded  over;   but  we  cannoC^ 
consent  to  the  deeds  being  taken  out  of  the  hands  <^ 
the   parties  who  now  hold    them."     Ultimately,   by  ^ 
deed  dated  the  9th  day  of  June  1838,  being  the  same  a^ 
the  date  of  the  mortgage,  and  which  was  executed  ar"- 
the  same  time,  and  made  between  Fownes  and  Whitm' 
of  the  one  part,  and  the  mortgagees  of  the  other  part^ 
after  reciting  that  the  tenant  of  the  first  estate  of  free^ 
hold  was  an  infant,  that  the  deeds  were. then  in  tb  .^ 
custody  of  Fcmies  and  fFhite,   and  that  it  might  faK= 
doubled  whether  they  would  be  justified  in  deliverin 
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up  the  deeds  to.  the  mortgagees,  and  on  other  accounts, 
it  was  agreed  that  they  should  be  retained  by  SamerviUe 
and  fVhiief  upon  their  entering  into  the  covenants  after 
mentioned ;  Fownes  and  White  covenanted  that  they 
would,  from  time  to  time,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
security,  or  during  such  part  of  that  period  as  the  deeds 
should  remain  in  their  custody  or  power,  at  the  request 
of  the  mortgagees  and  without  expense  to  them,  pro^ 
duce  the  deeds  and  deliver  copies  thereof  to  the  mort- 
gagees, and  would  also  keep  and  preserve  the  deeds 
undefaced,  and  would  not  deliver  them  over  to  any 
other  person,  unless  or  until  such  person  should,  at  his 
own  expense,  or  at  the  expense  of  the  estate,  give  to  the 
mortgagees  a  good  and  valid  covenant,  to  the  satis- 
&ctlon  of  the  mortgagees,  for  the  production  of  the 
deeds,  or  unless  or  until  Fownes  and.  White^  or  one 
of  them,  should  have  given  to  the  mortgagees  two 
calendar  months'  previous  notice  in  writing,  of  their  or 
bis  intention  to  deliver  up  the  same,  to  the  intent  that  the 
mortgagees  might  be  enabled,  before  the  actual  delivery 
of  the  deeds,  to  take  such  proceedings  as  they  might 
be  advised  in  relation  thereto.  And  it  was  declared^ 
that  on  the  procuration  and  delivery  of  such  covenant, 
or  on  the  expiration  of  two  months  after  service  of  such 
notice,  in  case  the  deed  should  be  delivered  to  the  per- 
son named  in  sucli  notice,  the  covenant  of  Faames  and 
White  should  cease. 


1842. 


HOTHAX 

V. 

SOMKRVILLE. 


It  appears  to  me  that  this  transaction  was  of  a  nature 
to  be  beneficial  to  all  parties.  It  was  beneficial  to  the 
infant  that  the  charge  should  be  raised,  which  could 
probably  not  have  been  done  at  that  time  without  the 
covenant  of  Fownes  and  White^  who  acted  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  infant  Plaintiff,  and  at  the  same  time  pro- 
vided the  means  of  relieving  themselves  from  all  care 
and  responsibility,  after  the  infant  should  come  of  age,  by 
J5  i  4  the 
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1842.        tiie  declaration  that  their  covenant  should  cease  on  their 
Tp"^^^^"^     delivering  the  deeds  to  another  person,  on  the  expiration 
V.  of  two  months'  notice  of  their  intention  to  do  so. 

SOMERVILLE. 

Considering  the  transaction  as  beneficial  to  the  in- 
fant, and  that  the  infant  received  the  benefit,  I  must 
do  justice  to  Messrs.  Fcnvnes  and  White^  and  cannot 
take  the  deeds  out  of  their  hands  without  relieving 
them  from  their  responsibility.  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
whoever  may  have  been  previously  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  deeds,  Messrs.  Fomies  and  White  were 
afterwards  entitled  to  hold  them,  for  the  purpose  of  per- 
forming the  covenants  which  they  had  entered  into^ 
until  they  were  duly  relieved  from  those  covenants ;  and 
it  therefore  appears  to  me,  that  after  the  execution  of 
this  deed,  the  title  deeds  ought  to  be  deemed  to  be 
held  by  White  and  Carem^  as  the  solicitors  of  Fownes  and 
White. 


By  a  decree  on  further  directions,  made  in  the  cause 
on  the  6th  day  of  June  1840,  it  was,  amongst  other 
things,  declared,  that  the  costs  due  to  the  several  so- 
licitors were  to  remain  as  charges  on  the  estate,  bearing 
interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  cent,  from  the  date  of  the 
Master's  report.  This  must  have  been  done  for  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  the  expense  of  raising  further  sums 
of  money  before  the  infant  Plaintiff  attained  his  age  of 
twenty-one ;  and  I  cannot  doubt  but  that  it  was  the  in- 
tention of  all  parties,  that  things  should  remain  in  the 
state  they  were  until  that  time  arrived,  and  then  that 
the  course  most  beneficial  and  least  expensive  to  him 
should  be  adopted. 

If  that  were  the  intention,  as  I  suppose  it  to  have 
been,  the  execution  of  it  has  been  much  impeded  by  the 
disputes  which  have  since  taken  place. 

In 
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In  March  1841,  Mr.  Henry  White  was  admitted  into        1842. 
the    firm  of  White  and  Careoo^  which  was  thereupon     ^^^^^"'^ 
changed  to  White^  CareaOi  and  White;  but  in  the  month  «. 

of  Iday  following,  Mr.  Carem  retired  from  the  partner- 
sliip,  and  it  was  agreed,  amongst  other  things,  that  the 
deeds  relating  to  the  business  of  all  clients  who  should 
not  give  an  authority  for  their  removal  or  delivery  to 
^^r.  Carem  should  remain  with  Messrs.  IVhite^  and  that 
tl^e  deeds  relating  to  any  business  in  which  Mr.  White 
^v'ss  a  trustee,  should  remain  with  Messrs.  White. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  agreements  of  this  kind,  however 
rxmnch  they  may  affect  the  interests,  or,  what  is  perhaps 
tl^  ought  much  more  important,  the  feelings  of  the  so- 
liczitors  who  enter  into  them,  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
tm  ^ve  any  operation  whatever  against  the  clients,  whose 
'b»mjisiness  and  interests  cannot,  without  their  own  express 
consent,  be  made  the  subject  of  any  such  arrangement ; 
&x:md  I  think,  that  the  right  to  the  possession  of  these  deeds 
is   to  be  determined  without  reference  to  that  arrange- 
ment 

Soon  after  the  dissolution  of  partnership,  the  next 
''"icnd  of  the  infant  Plaintiff  and  the  several  members  of 
the  Hotham  family  thought  fit  to  employ  Mr.  Carcw  as 
^«eir  solicitor;  and  they,  together  with  Mr.jRn»»«,  au- 
'*^orised,  or  signed  letters  purporting  to  authorise,  Mr. 
^^^*^ew  to  receive  the  deeds  in  question  into  his  custody. 

Itf  r.  Carem  thereupon  demanded  the  deeds  from  Mr. 
^^^ite^  who  objected  and  refused  to  deliver  them,  on 
^^  ground  of  the  covenant  which  he  and  Fownes  had 
^Otei-ed  into  with  the  mortgagees.  I  think  that  Mr. 
^^iti%  objection  was  at  that  time  well  founded;  and 
^^t,   whatever  Mr.  Jowww  may  have  thought  proper 

to 
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1842.        to  do  (and  his  conduct  as  to  this  matter  appears  to  have 
TT^^^'^^     been  somewhat  vacillating),  Mr.  Whiie^  having  entered 
into  these  covenants  For  the  benefit  of  the  in&nt^  had  a 
right  to  insist  on  being  relieved  from  them  before  he 
gave  up  the  deeds. 

The  means  of  obtaining  relief  from  the  covenant  were 
obvious  on  the  face  of  the  deeds ;  and  I  think  it  would 
have  been  better  if  Mr.  White  had  suggested  the  pro- 
priety of  adopting  them,  or  had  himself  given  notice  of 
his  intention  to  deliver  them  up,  so  that  the  mortgagees 
might  have  intervened,  if  they  thought  proper.  He  did 
nothing  of  this  kind,  and  seems  to  have  relied,  in  some 
degree,  upon  his  having  a  right  to  retain  the  deeds 
under  the  agreement  of  dissolution.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proceedings  of  Mr. 
Carew  to  obtain  the  concurrence  of  Messrs*  Annesky* 
and  Reade  to  the  deeds  being  delivered  to  him,  as 
solicitor  for  Mr.  jPott^n^s,  were  of  such  a  nature  that 
Mr.  White  was  bound  to  be  satisfied  with  them.  And, 
in  the  result,  this  petition  is  presented  by  the  Plaintiff, 
praying  that  the  deeds  and  documents  may  be  delivered 
to  Mr.  CareWy  and  that  Messrs.  White  and  Son,  having 
refused  to  deliver  them  under  the  circumstances  in  the 
petition  mentioned,  may  pay  the  costs  of  the  application 
and  consequent  thereon. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  whole  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  Mr.  White  is  not,  at  this  moment,  bound  to  deliver 
up  the  deeds  and  documents  relating  to  the  estate  ;  buC  ^ 
that,  upon  being  properly  relieved  from  the  covenantor 
he  will  be  bound  to  deliver  them  up.  I  think  that  l^« 
has  no  right  to  hold  them  for  Mr.  Craven,  the  survivirm^. 
trustee  of  the  term  of  600  years,  or  for  any  costs,  oth  «^ 
than  the  costs  which  he  may  be  put  to  in  seeing  that  19H 
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is  properly  relieved  from  the  covenants,  and  that  he  has        1842. 
no  r^ht  to  require  that  they  should  be  delivered  to  the       „    ^^^^^ 
receiver.  .  v. 

SOMEBVILLE. 

Not  thinking  Mr.  White  bound  to  deliver  up  the  deeds 

^t,  this  time,  I  can  give  no  costs  against  him.     If  he  had 

c^c>ntented  himself  with  saying  that  he  would  deliver  up 

t,hkt  deeds  on  being  relieved  from  the  covenants,  and 

K><eing  paid  his  costs,  if  any,  of  being   so  relieved,  I 

sI^Mould  have  thought  him  entided  to  his  costs  of  this 

I>^tition.     Considering  the  many  objections  which  have 

t^^sen  made,  and  the  difficulties  raised  about  doing  that 

^^Aich   I   am  persuaded  Mr.  fVhiie  would  have   been 

p>  x-ompt  to  do  for  the  Plaintiff's  benefit,  if  he  had  not 

k^^sen  biassed  by  his  reliance  on  the  agreement  made  on 

t'l"^  e  dissolution  of  the  partnership  with  Mr.  Carew^  I  do 

K^^st  think  that  he  ought  to  have  costs.    I  shall,  therefore, 

gg"^  ^^  no  costs  of  this  petition  on  either  side,  as  between 

^S^  e  petitioner  and  Messrs.  White.     The  petitioner  must 

r^-z^y  the  costs  of  the  other  parties  who  have  been  served, 

^^Kcept  Mr.  Fornies. 

All  that  is  required  is,  that  a  covenant  (to  be  entered 

i^^to  by  the  persons  to  whom  the  Plaintiff  desires  the 

<3^^s  to  be  delivered)  should  be  approved  by  the  iport^ 

Saigees.     Mr.  White^  upon  being  satisfied  that  such  a 

c^^^ovenant  has  been  entered  into,  may,  and  I  think  ought, 

^-^^  deliver  the  deeds  to  such  person.     He  can,  if  he 

thinks  fit,  give  notice  to  the  mortgagees  that  he  has 

^^^en  required  and  accordingly  intends  to  deliver  up  (be 

^^eds  to  the  Plaintiff,  or  to  Mr.  FowneSy  leaving  the 

i^ortgagees  to  take  such  steps  as  they  may  think  proper. 

If  an  order  is  required,  I  think  that  it  should  be  that 
-Messrs.  White  do  deliver  up  the  deeds  to  the  Plaintiff, 

or 
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HOTHAM 
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or  such  person  as  he  shall  appoint,  upon  Messrs.  F&ames 
and  White  being  satisfied  that  the  Plaintiff,  or  such 
other  person,  has  entered  into  a  good  and  valid  covenant 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  mortgagees,  for  the  production 
of  the  deeds,  according  to  the  intent  of  the  deed  of  cove- 
nant of  the  9th  of  June  1838. 


Nov.  2. 


STARTEN  V.  BARTHOLOMEW. 
STARTEN  V.  BARTHOLOMEW. 


Two  suits 
were  insti- 
tuted for 
similar  ob- 
jects, one 
was  attached 
to  the  Lord 
Chancellor, 
and  the  other 
to  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls' 
court.     A 
reference  was 
made  at  the 
Rolls  to  in- 
quire which 
was  most  for 
the  benefit  of 
the  infants. 


MR.  R  BAYLEY  moved,  that  it  might  be  referred 
to  the  Master  to  ascertain  which  of  the  above  two 
suits  was  most  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant  He  stated 
that  the  only  difficulty  was  as  to  the  jurisdiction,  one  of 
the  causes  being  marked  M.  R.  and  the  other  L.  C.(a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Before  the  abolition  o^ 
the  Equity  Exchequer,  such  a  reference  might  have  be^sa 
obtained  upon  a  motion  in  this  Court  alone  where  th^^« 
were  two  suits,  one  in  this  Court  and  the  other  in  t'Bi 
Exchequer.   I  am  therefore  inclined  to  make  the  ord^^ 

The  Registrar,  however,  had  better  inquire  as  to  t= 

practice. 


The  Registrar  made  inquiry,  and  the  order  was  afti 
wards  made. 


(a)  9th  and  ISth  Orders  of  May  5th,  1837.     See  Ord. 
p.  114.  116. 
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1842. 


BARWELL  V.  BARWELL.  ^ov.  4. 

^I^HIS  was  a  motion,  after  answer,  for  an  injunction   Upon  an  ap- 
-*-    to  restrain  proceedings  in  an  action  at  law.  L' khin^^ 

to  stay  pro- 

Tlie  case  made  by  the  bill  was,  that  in  1837  the   j^^^  affidavits 

PlaintiflF  Edward  Barmell  borrowed  of  David  Barwell  a   cannot  be 

read  against 
sum  of  200/.,  and  gave  his  promissory  note  for  that  the  answer  as 

sum.     That  in   1838  and  1839  they  had  some  joint  Jhidn  stated 
dealings  in  a  speculation  in  potatoes,  in  the  course  of  on  inform- 
which  the  200/.  became  paid.  SS-.*""^ 

An  appli- 
The   Defendant,  who  was  the  executrix  of  David  made,  after 

Barwettj  commenced  an  action  at  law  on  the  promissory  answer,  for  an 

,  injunction  to 

note ;  and  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  for  taking  the  ac-  stay  proceed- 

counts  between  Edward  and  David,  and  for  an  injunc-  *"8f  *'  '*^' 

•^  and  was  re- 

tion  to  restrain  the  action.  fused.    The 

Plaintiff  was 

ordered  to  pay 

The  Defendant,  by  her  answer,  stated,  she  had  been  the  costs. 

informed,  and  believed  it  to  be  true,  that  in  every  case 
of  joint  speculation  between  the  parties  the  accounts 
were  immediately  settled,  and  was  the  subject  of  a  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  account,  and  that  there  was  no  open 
^count  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  that  the 
accounts  of  the  speculation  were  never  blended  with  the 
account  of  what  was  due  on  the  promissory  note ;  and 
she  stated,  she  was  confirmed  in  such  belief  by  the 
entries  she  was  able  to  obtain  inspection  of,  and  she 
believed  that  the  200/.  and  interest  was  due  from  the 
Plaintiff  to  the  testator. 


Mr.  Turner  moved  for  the  injunction.     He  proposed 
to  read  an  affidavit  contradicting  the  statement  as  to  the 

settlement 
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1842,  settlement  of  the  accounts,  and  the  effect  of  the  entries. 
He  contended  that  he  was  entitled,  by  the  practice  of 
the  Court,  to  read  the  affidavit;  because  the  Defendant 
had  contradicted  the  allegations  of  the  bill  on  inform- 
ation and  belief  only,  and  without  stating  the  ground  of 
9uch  belief;  Ord  v.  White,  (a) 

That  as  the  Defendant  professed  that  her  belief  was 
supported  by  the  entries  in  the  books,  an  affidavit  was 
admissible  to  shew  their  effect. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls, 

I  stated  what  was  my  impression  on  the  subject  when 
the  case  of  Ord  v.  White  was  before  me ;  but  I  did  not 
decide  the  point.  When  the  case  comes  regularly  be- 
fore the  Court,  it  will  be  seen  whether  that  impression 
was  well  founded.  Lord  Eldon  often  had  occasion  to 
observe  on  the  great  degree  of  credit  which  must  be 
given  to  the  answer  on  an  application  for  an  injunction 
to  stay  proceedings  at  law ;  but  as  to  receiving  affidavits, 
he  seemed  to  me  to  have  expressed  different  opinions 
in  two  cases ;  nobody  ever  doubted  that  an  affidavit  is  ^ 

inadmissible  where  a  Defendant  distinctly  states  his  belief.       ^-^^^ 
The  motion  must  be  refused.  "* 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Tennant  asked  for  the  costs  c=m>f 
the  motion,  on  the  ground  that  this  was  not  a  case  ■  m^f 
shewing  cause  on  the  answer,  but  was  an  independ^  ^snt 
motion* 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Plaintiff  is  not  right  in  this  motion,  be  mi 
therefore  pay  the  costs. 

{m)  5  Beav,  357.;  and  see  Caitellain  v,  Bhmenih&l^  12  Simons^' 
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1842. 

DAVIS  r.  PROUT.  ^^^^  ^• 

HIS  was  a  motion  to  discharge  an  order  to  amendi  A(ler  one  of 
obtained,  as  of  course,  by  the  Plaintifil  fendants  has 

answered,  tlie 
•^L    L-11  yi    1  .       ^      ..  .  I   ▼%       Plaintiff  can 

-■>  he  bill  was  nied  in  April  1841  against  several  De-  only  obtain 

^•^dants.     Owerij  one  of  them,  filed  his  answer  in  June  <>««  order  of 
J  -;^^  course  to 

^*'*1.     In  January  1842  the  PlaintilF  obtained  an  order  amend. 

^^  oourse  to  amend  his  bill.  It  was  accordingly  amended  u^ve'mu^rbe 

^'^    February  1842,  but  it  required  no  answer  from  Owen,  obtained  upon 

special  appli- 
cation. 
-fSamby^  one  of  the  original  Defendants,  did  not  an- 

^^^^^r  the  bill  until  May  1842. 

Xn  July  1842,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  a  further  order  of 
^^^•ir'se  to  amend. 

A«lr.  Tripp  moved  to  discharge  it ;  and  in  support  of 
^**€i  motion,  contended  that  after  the  answer  of  one  De- 
^^iiclant  had  been  filed,  it  was  not  competent  for  the 
*^laintiff  to  obtain  more  than  one  order  of  course  to 
^•Tf^end  his  bill;  and  that  if  a  Plaintiff,  in  such  a  case, 
*"^cjuired  a  second  order  to  amend,  he  must  obtain  it  on 
^T^«cial  application,  accompanied  with  the  requirements 
^^  the  ISth  Order  of  1828  (a) :  Attorney-General  v.  Ne- 
^^^^coat.  (b) 

^Ndr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Rogers^  contra^  contended  that 

^   I^laintiff  was  at  liberty  to  obtain  one  order  of  course  to 

^•^^^nd  his  bill  after  the  last  Defendant  had  answered,  for 

^^ri,  for  the  first  time,  the  Plaintiff  would  be  able  to  see 

the 
(fl)  Ord,  Can,  8.  (b)  2  Myl.  <J-  C>.  604. 
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1 842.  the  case  made  by  the  Defendants.  That  in  the  Jitonuy^ 
General  v.  Nethercoat  the  sole  original  Defendant  had 
put  in  his  answer,  and  there,  as  the  right  to  amend  as 
of  course  had  expired,  it  was  held  that  it  could  not  b& 

revived  by  adding  a  new  Defendant.     That  if  the  prac 

tice  were  otherwise,  one  Defendant  might,  by  eoUusion,^^ 
delay  putting  in  his  answer,  and  prevent  the  Plainti 
amending  his  bill,  and  thus  enable  the  other  Defendant 
to  obtain  an  order  for  dismissal  for  want  of  prosecution 
They  cited  WJiarton  v.  Swann.  {a) 

Mr.  Kinglakej  for  the  other  Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  ' 

This  general  order  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  i 
Defendants  who  have  answered,  and  for  each  and  ever 
of  them.     So  far  as  appears  in  the  present  case,  i 
amendments  were  made  under  such  circumstances,  tb 
if  a  special  application  had  been  made  to  the  Coui 
leave  to  amend  would  have  been  given  without  the  le 
hesitation ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  the  case  < 
within  the  order,  and  whether  the  PlaintiflF  was  right  iq 

obtaining  the  order  as  of  course,  without  the  affida^  -«^  yj^ 
required  by  the  ISth  Order.    I  think  he  was  not.   T  S^B/^ 
order  is  irregular,  and  it  must  therefore  be  discharge  ^lZZ3[ 

(a)  S  Myl.  4-  K.  362. 
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1842. 

LIDBETTER  v.  SMITH.  iVbr.  i4. 

SALE  had  been  made  under  the  Court  and  the  ^  P'wnti.ff 

may  obtam 
purchaser  obtained  the  order  nisi  to  confirm  the  the  order  ab- 

INdlaster's  report.    He  served  it  on  the  26th  oi  Janmry  £^^^1^°" 

134^1,  but  refused  to  proceed  any  further  in  the  pro-  under  the 

curing  the  confirmation  of  the  sale.  tiie"ordw^ww 

has  been  ob- 

In  the  present  month  the  Plaintiff  in  the  cause  gave  purchase,  bat 

notice  to  the  purchaser  to  proceed,  or  otherwise  that  tjjeappli<»- 
/  ^  tion  was,  m 

-ne^  the  Plaintiff,  would  prosecute  the  order.  this  case,  re- 

fused, on  the 
ground  of 
Mr.  Bomilly  now  moved  to  confirm  the  Master's  re-  there  having 

port.    He  stated  that  the  only  question  was,  whether  the  laches^the 

I^laintiff  could  proceed  to  confirm  the  order  nisi  ob-  PJ"^  ^t^^ 

^^ned  by  the  purchaser,  or  whether  he  must  proceed  de 

^^ovo^     He  cited  ChiUingwortk  v.  Ckillingworth  {a)j  in 

^hich'Sir  John  Leach  held  that  a  vendor  might  confirm 

*n  order  nisi  obtained  by  the  purchaser,  if  the  latter 

Neglect  to  do  so. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  that  the  case  cited 
"^^s  nn  authority  for  the  application ;  but  he  said  that  in 
^his  particular  case  the  laches  of  the  Plaintiff  himself 
'^ad  been  such,  that  he  could  not  make  the  order. 

(a)  1  Sim.  291. 
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1842. 


Nov.  17. 


SLOGGETT  v.  SOREL. 


.The  Long 
Vacation  is 
not  to  be  ex- 
cepted in  the 
computation 
of  thesis 
days  for  re- 
ferring ex- 
ceptions for 
impertinence^ 
to  a  bill. 


rvm  the  17th  of  OcUAer  1842,  the  Defendant  de- 
^^  livered  exceptions  for  impertinence  to  the  Plain- 
tiff's bUl. 

On  the  28th  of  October,  he  obtained  an  order  for 
referring  them  to  the  Master,  which  was  served  on  the 
Plaintiff  on  the  following  day  (the  29th  of  October). 


All  these  proceedings  took  place  in  the  Long  Vaca-^ 
tion. 


Mr.  Pemberton  now  moved  to  discharge  the  order      ^of 

reference,  for  irregularity.     He  argued  as  follows:- 

By  the  11th  Order  of  April  1828(a),  no  order  WE^r 
referring  any  pleading  for  impertinence  can  be  obtaiii^^» 
"  unless  such  order  be  obtained  within  six  days  ».f^tcr 
the  delivery  of  the  exceptions."  The  19th  Ordem"  ^*) 
directing  that  the  Long  Vacation  is  not  to  be  recko*^*^®^ 
in  the  computation  of  time,  does  not  apply  to  this  cr^*-^^ 
It  applies  only  to  the  cases  of  "  referring  exception^ 
any  answer,  or  for  obtaining  a  Master's  report  upon  ^^-^7 
exceptions." 


to 


Mr,  FoUettj  contra. 

By  the  19th  Order  the  Long  Vacation  is  not  tc^ 
computed  in  the  time  for  obtaining  "  a  Master's  rej=^ 
on  any  exceptions,"  it  therefore  is  not  to  be  compel 
in  any  of  the  steps  necessary  for  obtaining  it.     By 


be 
»^rt 

nth 


(fl)  Ord.  Can.  7. 


{b)  Ord.  Can.  14. 
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^^th  General  Order,  the  order  of  reference  is  to  be  o&-  1842. 
^ned  within  six  days ;  but  this  does  not  impose  upon 
^e  party  obtaining  it,  the  necessity  of  serving  the  order. 
^t  Would  be  useless  to  obtain  such  an  order  where  it  is 
'>)  necessary  to  serve  it,  and  where  it  is  impossible  to 
roceed  on  it  before  the  Master  during  the  Long  Vaca- 
on.  The  general  words,  in  the  19th  Order,  as  to  ob* 
lining  the  Master's  report  upon  exceptions,  must  em- 
race  the  whole  process  necessary  to  obtain  it 

jChe  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Unless  there  has  been  some  contrary  decision  on  the 
3int,  and  none  has  been  cited,  I  must  adhere  to  the 
irms  <^the  Order.  The  19th  Order  excepts  the  Long 
acation  in  the  cases  of  amending  bills,  filing,  deliver- 
1^9  or  referring  exceptions  to  any  answer,  and  for  ob- 
iining  the  Master's  report ;  the  case,  therefore,  of  a 
'ference  of  a  bill  for  impertinence  is  not,  by  this  Order, 

^cepted  further  than  as  to  obtaining  the  Master's  re- 

The  11th  Order  directs  that  the  order  of  reference 

impertinence  should  be  obtained  within  six  days 

tt  the  delivery  of  the  exceptions.    This  may  be  done 

'iie  Long  Vacation  as  the  office  is  then  open.     By 

following  Order,  the  Master's  report  must  be  ob- 

h]  thereon  within  a  fortnight,  which  is  extended  by 

9th  Order,  by  excluding  the  Long  Vacation. 

e  consequence  of  all  this  is,  that  where  exceptions 

)ill  are  taken  in  the  Long  Vacation,  the  order  of 

ice  must  be  obtained  within  six  days,  although  it 

necessary  to  obtain  the  Master's  report  in  the 

/acation.     The  Defendant  has  not  obtained  the 

f  reference  within  the  jsix  days  limited  by  the 

Cc  2  nth 
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1842.  11th  Order,  and  has  not  brought  himself  within  the 
19th  Order.  The  order  is  irr^ukr  and  must  there- 
fore be  discharged  with  costs. 


Nov.  19.         LORD  HUNTINGTOWER  v.  SHERBORN. 

Dec.  22. 


After  a  de-  A     BILL  was  filed  (a),  to  which  the  Defendant  put  in       m 

murrer  had         /^  __ 

been  put  in  to  a  demurrer.     Before  it  came  on  to  be  argued,  tlie      ^ 

Pl''*'*t*ff be*^^^  ^^*'"^'^  became  bankrupt.  The  demurrer  came  on  m- 
came  bank-  and  was  struck  out  of  the  paper,  there  being  no  appear-  ^. 
the  motioi?"of  *"^®  ^"  either  side.  A  motion  was  now  made,  on  mrx 
the  Defend-  behalf  of  Sherborrij  that  the  assignees  might  file  a  sup-  — ^ 
demurred,  the  plemental  bill  in  a  fortnight,  or  that  the  bill  might  be  ^^^ 

Court  ordered  dismissed  without  costs, 
that  the  as- 
signee should 

defecun^he         ^'''  ^^^'^^^  supported  the  motion,  and  referred  tc^^^ 

suit  within  a     Cfiowick  v.  Dimes  (6),  and  the  cases  in  the  notes. 

month,  or 

that  the  bill 

should  be  dis.       Mr.  Tripp  suffffested  that  in  a  case  of  demurrer,  tli^::^^, 

missed  with-  ,  ,   7        r,  i.  i  ^^  ' 

out  costs.         order  asked  could  not  be  granted. 

A  party  or- 
dered to  take 
a  step  within         Mt.  Romilly^  for  the  assignees  asked  for  further  tur^isra^ 

or^hat  ihc^'     ^^  ^'^  ^  supplemental  bill,  because  the  Defendant  Sft^s^^- 

bill  should  be    boiti^  as  he  said,  disputed  the  bankruptcy. 

dismissed,  if 

desirous  of  an 

extension  of         The  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  the  order,  civm^S 

the  time,  must  /.,       ,.  ,  T«^«ll 

give  notice  of   the  assignees  a  month  to  file  their  supplemental   i>»**' 

"°eibhim  ^"^  ^^'^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ™8*^^  ®PP'y  ^^^  further  time  if  ^i^" 

to  bring  it  on  cumstances  should  warrant  it. 

before  the  ex-  ___^______________ 

pi  ration  of  the  —————————  ^^    ^ 

*i  me  fixed.  (a)  Ante,  162.  Dryden  v.   Walford^  1   Y.   ^f^ 

{b)  o  Beav.  i?90.     And    see      (C.  C.)  625. 
Lee  V.  Lec^  1  IIarc,rji7,^  pnd 


22. 
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On  the  22d  of  December  1842,  and  after  the  expir- 
ation of  the  month,  the  assignees  applied  for  further 
ticoe    The  notice  of  motion  had  been  given  previous  to 
tbe  expiration  of  the  month. 


ZITie  Master  of  the  Rolls  refused  the  application 
''^it.li  costs,  on  two  grounds^  first,  because  the  notice  of 
i^Aotion  ought  to  have  been  given  so  as  to  have  enabled 
t:he  assignees  to  move  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 
'*ixiited  by  the  first  order;  and  secondly,  because  the 
^flScJavits  were  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  assignees  to 
^h^  indulgence  asked. 
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18i2. 


Lord 

HUNTING- 
TOWBB 

SUERBORN. 


LEE  V.  READ. 


Nov,  21. 


■    ^  October  IS^O,   the  Plaintiff  mortgaged  a  vessel  A  defendant 
"^    called  the  Pearl  to  the  Defendants  for  196/.,  and  in  iod^lc^e?'* 

-^^S^^l  1842,   the   Defendants   took   possession   of  the  the  principal 
^^  J  fact,  or  any 

^*^''  one  of  a  long 

series  or  chain 
A  ,.  •      T^i  .     ./v.,  .  ,       x^       of  facts,  which 

-Accordmg  to  the  Plamtiff^s  representations,  the  De-  may  contri- 

•^ridants,  having  taken  possession,  proceeded  to  cut  her  ^||'®  ^^  ^^' 

^  Ifcalf,  and  to  lengthen  her,  and  to  make  other  consi-  roinal  charge 

^^^able  alterations  and  repairs;  but,  according  to  the  selT"andhe" 

'^^^ftndants'  case,  they  broke  her  up,  and  employed  part  cannot  waive 

^*    the  materials  in  building  another  ship,  which  they  any  agree- ^ 

^^lled  the  "  Lightning^  ""ent. 

^  **  Pending  the 

proceedings 

TThe  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  for  redemption  in  Ait-  [^e  PlaS 

S^*^^  1842,  insisting  that  the  two  vessels  were  identical,  indicted  the 

'^h^bill  charged  *'that  with  a  view  to  obtain  the  re-  IJsJ^ec^oahl^ 

gistry  of  the  ship  called  the  *  Lightning*  in  the  names  same  trans- 

^  actions,  the 
^'  time  for  an- 
swering was 
extended  until  after  the  trial  of  the  indictment. 

Cc  3 
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1842.        of  the  Defendants,  they  made  divers  written  and  oil 
statements  and  representations  to  the   Custom-Hoi 
officers  or  clerks,  or  other  persons  to  whom  sach  ap| 
cation  for  registry  was  made,  respecting  the  ship  n^aK>w 
called  the  *  Lightnings'  and  particularly  respecting    VKi^be 
registering  of  the  said  ship ;  and  they  thereby  stc^l^ced 
and  represented  (amongst  other  things)  that  the  s^^aid 
ship   or  vessel  was  an  entirely  new   vessel,  and  t.lHbat 
the  Defendants  were  absolute  owners  thereof,  or*         to 
that  effect ;  and  they  also  made  other  representatic^  ns, 
with  a  view  to  induce  the  officers  or  clerks  to  r^i^^*  ter 
the  said  ship  or  vessel  by  the  name  of  the  •  Lt^p     ^^' 
ningi^  and  in  the  names  of  the  Defendants  as  the  ab  ^^^o- 
lute  owners  thereof.   The  Plaintiff  charged  that  all  s 
statements  and  representations  to  the  officers  or  cl« 
were  wholly  untrue,  and  that  the  same  would  so  apf « 
upon  the  Defendants  stating  and  setting  forth  true 
correct  copies  of  all  such  statements  or  representati^ 
as  were  in  writing,  and  when  and  by  whom  the 
were  written  and  signed,  and  the  true  and  correct  woi 
or  the  true  and  exact  meaning  and  effect  of  all  51 
statements  and  representations  as  were  not  in  writi*==^^^^^& 
and    when,  where,  and  by  whom,  and  to  whom    tr:===^^ 
same  were  respectively  made,  and  what  answers  nr^^^^ 
given  to  all,  or  any,  or  either  of  such  statements  ^:^^^-* 
representations.     The  bill  prayed  for  a  redemptiorm        ®^ 
the  ship,  and  to  restrain  the  Defendants  '<  from  p^ 
curing  the  name  of  the  Plaintiff  to  be  withdrawn  tr^ 
the  registry,  as  the  sole  owner  thereof,  and  from  cans  5  '^•'8 
any  new  registry  thereof  to  be  made  in  the  names  ^^ 

name  of  the  Defendants." 

On  the  7th  of  September  the  Plaintiff  moved  for   "^^ 
injunction,   which   the   Court    refused,    but    made 


to 


special  order  permitting   the  Defendants  to  apply 

the  Board  of  Customs  for  such  new  registry,  the  Pla-  ^       ' 
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^iff  undertaking,  in  case  of  obtaining  it,  to  hold  the  said        184*2. 
Vessel  by  the  same  title  and  subject  to  the  same  liabilities 
••  lie  held  the  *^ Pearl**  under  the  former  registry. 

Tbe  Defendants  accordingly  applied  to  the  Board  of 
Oustoms  for  a  new  registry,  and  filed  various  statutory 
declarations  &c.  On  the  24th  of  September^  the 
Commissioners  decided  that  the  vessel  was  not  a  new 
'Vessel,  and  ought  not  to  be  registered  in  the  name  of  the 
••  XJgUmng.**^ 

On  the  27th  of  October  1842,  the  Plaintiff  preferred 
ttO  indictment  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  in  London^ 
Against  the  Defendants  and  several  other  parties,  for  a 
Conspiracy  to  defiraud  the  Plaintiff  of  his  right  to  the 
^hip,  and  to  impose  upon  the  Board  of  Customs,  by 
fiilsely  representing  the  vessel  to  be  a  new  vessel,  know- 
ing tbe  same  to  be  the  old  one  repaired. 

(yn  the  4th  of  November^  the  Defendants  obtained  a 
warrant  for  a  month's  further  time  to  answer.  On  the 
5th  of  Naoember,  the  Defendants*  solicitors  wrote  to  the 
idiciior  of  the  Plaintiff,  referring  to  this  warrant,  and 
stating  "if  you  will  consent  to  three  weeks  or  a  month, 
it  will  save  the  expense  of  the  order.''  On  the  7th  of 
Naoemberj  the  Plaintifi^s  solicitor  wrote  to  the  Defend- 
ants' solicitors  as  follows  :  "  I  consent  to  the  Defendants 
having  fourteen  days  further  time  to  put  in  their  answer. 
This  consent  to  be  in  lieu  of  an  order,  and  to  be  per- 
emptory. If  you  agree  to  the  above  please  to  write  me 
sa"  On  the  following  day  {November  the  8th),  the  De- 
fendants' solicitors  replied,  ^^  We  agree  to  the  Defend- 
ants having  fourteen  days  further  time  to  put  in  their 
answer,  and  that  it  shall  be  peremptory." 

On  the  14th  of  November ^  the  Defendants  applied  to 

the  Master  for  a  fortnight's  time,  to  put  in  their  answer 

Cc  4  after 
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1842.  ader  the  indictment  for  conspiracy  bad  been  disposed 
of,  which  the  Master  refused  to  grant,  on  the  ground  of 
the  peremptory  undertaking.  It  w/is  now  moved  on 
behalf  of  the  Defendants,  that  they  might  have  a  fort- 
night's time  to  answer  after  the  trial  of  the  indictment. 

Mr.  PemberUm  and   Mr.  Rogers^   in  support  of  tbe 
motion. 

The  Defendants  went  before  the  Commissioners  in 
pursuance  of  the  order  of  the  Court,  and  the  Plaintiff 
thereupon,  on  his  own  evidence,  indicted  all  the  parties, 
not  for  perjury  but  conspiracy.  Having  thought  fit  to 
proceed  criminally  against  the  Defendants,  he  has  no 
right  to  enforce  an  answer  which  may  tend  to  criminate 
them.  If  the  proceedings  be  not  stayed  in  the  mean 
time,  the  Defendants,  who  cannot  answer  the  bill  with- 
out furnishing  some  admissions  affecting  the  criminal 
charge,  must  decline  to  answer,  and  they  will  thus  be 
deprived  of  the  opportunity  of  making  a  defence  in  sup- 
port of  their  civil  rights. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Dixoii^  contra. 

The  peremptory  undertaking  prevents  the  Court 
granting  any  indulgence.  The  Defendants  might  at 
least  answer  such  parts  of  the  bill  as  do  not  tend  to 
criminate  them ;  and  under  the  New  Orders  (a),  they 
may  object  by  answer  to  discover  the  rest.  The  Defend- 
ants cannot  set  up  their  own  criminality,  as  a  reason  for 
depriving  the  Plaintiff  of  his  civil  rights. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  question  is  as  to  the  form  of  the  application. 

Mr.  PembertoHj  in  reply.  - 

The 
(a)  OrdinesCan.  175. 
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3}^  Master  cfthe  Rolls.  1 842. 

.As  to  the  principle  upon  which  the  Court  acts  in 
these  cases,  there  is,  I  apprehend,  no  doubt  whatever. 
<Al  clefendant  is  not  to  be  called  upon  to  discover  the 
pni^dpal  fact,  or  any  one  of  a  long  series  or  chain  of 
fa.crto  which  may  contribute  to  establish  a  criminal  charge 
^jgainst  himselC     He  may  protect  himself  by  demurrer, 
plea,  or  answer,  or  in  any  way  in  which  he  can  bring 
^Ime   matter  fairly  under  the  consideration  of  the  Court. 
X^  being  a  right  to  protection  given  to  him  by  the  law, 
X   apprehend  he  cannot,  by  any  agreement,  deprive  him* 
^IF  of  the  benefit  of  it.     The  point  comes  before  me 
Lther  suddenly  this  morning;  but  I  think  I  recollect 
oase  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  defendant  cannot 
L&ke  an  agreement  by  which  he  is  to  deprive  himself 
of   ^hat  right  to  protection  which  by  law  he  is  entided 
^o.       If  that  be  so,  he  might,  under  his  hand  and  seal, 
ho.ve  covenanted  to  put  in  a  full  and  perfect  answer 
"to    every  interrogatory,  and  yet,  after  having  done  that, 
1^«    might  claim  the  protection  of  the  law  of  this  Court, 
ii»    respect  of  the  discovery  required  of  him.     To  what 
^^tent  that  may  go,  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  state 
^pon  the  present  occasion;  because  all  that  has  hap- 
pened here  is,  that  after  the  indictment  was  preferred, 
^he   Defendants  obtained  an  enlargement  of  the  time, 
^^h  tch  they  agreed  should  be  peremptory.   For  any  thing 
-^  Can  see  here, — for  any  thing  that  has  been  argued  or 
Sieged  to  the  contrary,  —  there  is  not  one  fact  in  this 
*^iU  which  must  not  necessarily  be  proved  at  the  hearing 
^f    that  indictment.     It  has  been  argued  that  possibly 
*^  might  not  be  so ;  but  all  the  facts  stated  both  in  the 
^^iginal  and  amended  bill,  so  far  as  I  have  heard  them, 
*•*"«   fects  which  constitute  part  of  the  narrative,  and  of 
'^At  statement  of  circumstances  which  must  necessarily 

*e  brought  before  the  jury  upon  the  trial. 

Now 
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1842.  Now  if  this  be  so,  the  defendants  might  undoubted 

protect  themselves  in  this  suit,  by  stating  that  there  w 
a  criminal  prosecution  pending  against  them,  and  tb 
they  could  not  answer  any  one  of  the  facts  stated  in  ti 
bill,  without  contributing  towards  the  establishment 
that  criminal  chs^rge.  The  question  is,  whether,  und 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  they  are  at  all  bound 
do  that ;  and  I  cannot  agree  with  the  Plaintiff's  couns 
that  the  rule  laid  down  in  these  cases  must  be  extend 
to  any  case  whatever,  or  that  we  shall  have  defendas 
coming  here  every  day  and  asking  an  enlarged  time 
answer,  because,  forsooth,  there  might  be  some  crimin 
charge  at  the  same  time  brought,  or  about  to  be  brougt 
the  prosecution  of  which  would  be  facilitated  by  tl 
discovery  made  to  the  bill.  That  is  not  the  case  hei 
The  case  is  that  an  indictment  has  been  actually  pr 
ferred  since  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings  he 
pending,  and  at  the  very  time  the  Defendants  are  call 
upon  to  put  in  an  answer,  which  must  necessarily  di 
cover  those  very  matters  which  will  be  in  issue  at  tl 
triaL  The  only  hesitation  I  have  had  in  the  course 
these  proceedings  is,  as  to  the  form  of  the  order ;  and 
think  that,  considering  the  very  peculiar  circumstanc 
of  the  case,  the  time  when  this  indictment  was  pr 
ferred,  and  the  circumstances  which  must  of  necessi 
be  substantiated  in  it,  I  shall  not  do  wrong  in  grantii 
this  motion  in  the  form  now  asked. 

With  respect  to  costs,  that  which  has  happened  is  ve 
material.  I  think  that  the  party  ought  to  have  appli< 
for  protection  at  a  much  earlier  period;  and  I  think 
cannot  grant  this  motion  without  making  the  Defen< 
ants  not  only  pay  the  costs  of  it,  but  of  the  applicatioi 
to  the  Master,  and  any  other  costs  which  have  bee 
incurred  in  the  negotiation  for  further  time.  I  thin 
the  Defendants  ought  to  pay  those  costs;  and  upoi 
their  paying  those  costs,  let  this  motion  be  granted. 

Ther 


See  T%orpe  ▼.  Maeauley^  5  Mad.  3S9.;    Wigram  on  DtMcowe/y, 
90.»  and  Btdudale^  194. 
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There  are  many  authorities  upon  this  subject,  which,        1642. 

i^   it  bad  been  necessary  to  establish  the  principle  at 

^IJ,  it  would  have   been  very  material  to   have  gone 

in^x).    They  are  very  important,  and  cases  have  oc- 

c^uxred,  I  think  before  myself,  in  which  I  have  had  to 

look  very  minutely  through  every  interrogatory  in  the 

bi.Il,  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  whether  there  was 

WkMxj  interrogatory   which  could  be  answered  without 

bcLTing  a  bearing  upon  a  criminal  charge.     I  have  been 

obliged  to  do  so  on  more  than  one  occasion  ;  and  if  this 

Ixa^  come  on  in  the  ordinary  course,  I  might  have  been 

impelled  to  do  so  here,  and  I  certainly  should  not 

i«.*^re  hesitated  to  perform  that  part  of  my  duty.     The 

-comstances  under  which  the  indictment  was  pre- 

CSearxed,  and  the  fact  of  its  being  now  pending,  are  my 

r^^uons  for  making  this  particular  order. 
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Nov.  24. 


ROBINSON  V.  WOOD. 


A  judgment 
having  been 
obtained 
against  a 
party  to 
whom  a  sum 
standing  to 
the  credit  of 
the  cause  had 
been  ordered 
to  be  paid, 
the  Court,  on 
the  applica- 
tion or  the 
judgment 
creditor, 
stayed  the 
delivery  t6 
the  debtor  of 
the  Ac- 
countant-   - 
General's 
cheques. 


npHE  Defendant,  Thomas  Woody  was  entitled  to  on  ^^3. 
-^  sixth  of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator  in  i1^  l 
cause,  which,  in  June  1842,  bad  been  ordered  to  be  psL«^<W. 
to  him. 

This  share  consisted  of  two  sums  of  211^  17&  5d.  arscj 
11  OS/.  165.  6d.  cash,  the  produce  of  stock  standing    t:o 
the  credit  of  the  cause ;  and  for  the  payment  of  whioli 
the  Accountant-General  had  prepared  cheques  on  tbe 
Bank  of  England. 

The  petitioners,  Charles  Wade  and  John  Pavietj  ha(3  9 
in  June  1841,   obtained   a.  judgment  against  ThomMr-^ 
Woody  in  the  Common  Pleas,  for  the  sum  of  2500^^^ 
They  caused  it  to  be  duly  entered,  and  in  Naoembr''^^ 
18i2,  they  issued  a  JLfa.y  which  was  delivered  to  th^     ^ 
sheriff  of  il/irfrf/^5^jr,  who,  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110^    j=:^^ 
sought  to  seize  the  cheques  in  the  hands  of  the  Ac- — ^^ 
countant-General. 


The  petition  prayed  that  the  Accountant-General 
might  be  ordered  not  to  deliver  to  Thomas  Woody  or 
his  solicitor  or  agent,  the  cheques  drawn  and  signed  by 
the  Accountant-General,  or  any  other  cheques  for  the 
said  sums  of  211/.  175.  5d.  and  1103/.  I65.  6d,y  or  either 
of  them  or  any  part  thereof,  without  the  authority  of  the 
petitioners ;  and  that  the  Accountant-General  might  be 
ordered  to  deliver  the  said  cheques  to  the  petitioners  or 
to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex. 

Mr. 
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See  Hulkes  v.  Day,  10  Sim.  41. 


Wood. 


]3Vlr.  Pemberton  and   Mr.  Parry^   in   support  of  the        18i2. 
D^^irion,  referred  to  the  1  &  2  T/c/.  c.  110.  5.  12.  and     ^r"Y^^^ 

"■^       ^^         ,,.  ROBINSON 

3     Sc  4  Vict.  c.  82. 

*The  Defendant  did  not  appear. 

^The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  the  petitioners 
^wm.  titled  to  the  first  part  of  the  prayer  of  the  petition^ 
fc^ing  the  delivery  of  the  cheques,  and  he  gave  leave 
mention  the  case  as  to  the  other  part  of  the  prayer  of 
^b^  petition,  which  he  did  not  now  finally  dispose  of. 


GARDNER  v.  DANGERFIELD. 

|N  a  former  day,  a  motion  having  been  made  by  the 
Plaintifl^  that  the  Defendant  might  deposit  with 
^*^^  clerk  of  records  and  writs  the  documents  admitted 
^^.y  liis  answer  to  be  in  his  possession,  it  was  stated,  on 
^^^l^alf  of  the  Defendant,  that  most  of  them  were  in  con- 
^^^^-ntuse,  and  could  not  be  produced  without  great  in- 
^^^^•^venience  to  the  Defendant  It  was  therefore  asked 
*^^t  they  might  be  produced  at  Cheltenham,  where  the 
"^^^fendant  resided. 

rXfae  ground   for   this   indulgence  not  having  been 
^^^ed  in  the  Defendant's  answer,  he  was  allowed  to  file 
*^    affidavit  to  verify  the  circumstances  (a),  and  the  case 
^^^^•^  over. 

The  affidavit  was  now  produced  and  the  order  made. 

Mr. 


Dec.  15. 

On  a  motion 
for  the  pro- 
duction of 
documents, 
the  Defend* 
ant  was  per- 
mitted to 
shew,  by  affi- 
davit, that 
they  could 
not  be  left  in 
the  office 
without  ^reat 
inconveni- 
ence ;  but  as 
the  ground 
for  this  indul- 
gence was  not 
stated  by  the 
answer,  he 
was  ordered 
to  pay  the 
costs. 


^ 

^ 
-* 


C^)  See  Panotu  v.  Robertton, 
■^*^«€Wi,  605. ;  Morrice  v.  Swabt/y 
-^^^awin,  500.;  Smith  v.  Alassie, 
417.;   Curd  v.  Curd, 


1  Hare,  274. ;  Llewellyn  v.  j9a- 
deley,  lb.  587. ;  Hughei  v.  Bid- 
dulphy  4  Ruu,  190.;  und  Park' 
hurst  v.  Lowtetif  I  Mer,  394, 
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Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Parry^  for  the  Defendant. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  asked  for  the  costs. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Defendant  must  pay  the  costs,  as  be  ouj 
have  made  this  statement  in  his  answer. 


Dec.  15. 


An  applica- 
tion by  the 
Plaintiff  to 
take  a  travers- 
ing order  off 
the  file,  can- 
not be  made 
ex  parte. 


SIMMONS  V.  WOOD. 

^I^HIS  was  an  application,  on  behalf  of  a  Plain 
tilke  a  traversing  note  off  the  file.  The  sol 
had  been  served  previously  to  the  General  Ord 
August  1841  (a)  coming  into  operation;  and  it  1 
been  held,  that  a  traversing  order  could  not  be  £ 
such  a  case  (i),  the  Plaintiff  was  desirous  of  ha^ 
taken  off  the  file. 


Mr.  Cankrien  moved,  ex  parte,  for  that  purpos 
proposed  to  undertake  not  to  enforce  an  answei 
the  expiration  of  the  ordinary  time. 

I7ie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  could  not 
the  order  in  the  absence  of  the  other  parties,  who 
be  seriously  affected  by  it ;  that  the  Plaintiff  coul 
compel  an  answer  while  there  was  a  traversing  n< 
the  file,  but  immediately  on  its  being  taken  off,  he 
insist  on  the  Defendant's  putting  in  an  answer,  i 
default  might  forthwith  proceed  as  for  a  contempt 
Plaintiff  must  consequently  give  notice. 


(fl)  Ord.  Can.  170. 


(b)  Gregory    v.  ;  Greg 
Hare,  108. 


I 
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184S. 

COOPER  V.   WOOD.  Bee.  9.  2«. 

"X  was  movedy  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  service  Substituted 

of  a  subpoena  to  appear  upon  Mr.  Fisher  a  solicitor,  ^^^^^  * 

"^i^ht  be  good  service  on  the  Defendant  Mr.  Wood.         ordered  on 

the  solicitor 

of  a  Defend- 

rrhe  bill  was  filed  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  to  a^t  raiding 

^^^   aside  a  mortgage  executed  to  the  Defendant  before  jurisdiction. 

^^^  bankruptcy. 

-Wisher  was  concerned  for  the  Defendant  Woody  and, 
^^^^  his  behalf,  had  given  notice  to  the  Plaintiff  to  pay 
^^fi^  the  mortgage,  or  in  de&ult  that  he  would  sell  the 
l^*'operty,  and  he  had  also  been  concerned  for  the  De- 
"*^*^ riant  in  a  suit  of  foreclosure,  filed  by  a  prior  mort- 
1  of  the  same  property. 


The  afiidavit  stated  that  application  had  been  made 

^^^      Fisher  to  appear  for  the   Defendant,  who   stated 

^*^^»t  he  would  write  to  him,  and  if  he  gave  instruc- 

^^oxis,   would    appear.      It  also  stated,   that  the  wit- 

*^^i^s  had  been  informed  and  verily  believed,  that  Fisher 

^^^^  the  solicitor  for  or  on  behalf  of  Wood;  but  that 

"^^^i^^Jker  would  not  accept  service  of  the  subpeena,  knowing 

^««.t  Wood^  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 

l^^irsonal  service  on  him  could  not  be  effected.     It  pro- 

^^^oded  to  state  that  the  deponent  had  heard  and  be- 

^•ioved,  that  Wood  was  residing  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of 

^^i3  Court  in  order  to  evade  service  of  process., 

IMr.  Hardjfy  in  support  of  the  motion. 

The 
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1842.  Hie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  he  should  nol 

hesitate  to  make  the  order;  but  he  thought  that  anothei 
application  should  be  made  to  Fisher^  and  reasonable 
time  ought  to  be  given  him  to  communicate  with  Wood. 


Dee. 22.  The  cause  was   again   mentioned,  when  a  further^ 

affidavit  was  produced,  stating  that  Fisher  had  written  ^ 
to  tVoodf  but  had  not  received  any  instructions  froir^.^ 
him  to  appear. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  the  order. 


See  Kinder  v.  Forbes,  S  Beav.      wicke,  ante,  S28. ;  HMom 
SOS,;    Weymouth    v.    Lambert,      Courtney,  12  Sim.  140. 
5  Beav.  5S3.;  Lane  v.  Hard' 


1843. 
Jan.  30> 


BUTCHER  V.  LEACH. 


Bequest  of  HpHE  testator,  John  Willeter  Dearie^  by  his  will  da 
the  residue  to  '"  182 J,  after  directing  the  investment  of  his 

the  widow  for  sidue  in  government  securities,  and  making  a  provisi 
themainte-        «      ,'.       .,  i        i        i   i.  ii.  ^^      * 

nance  of  the     'Or  his  widow,  ordered  and  directed  his  executors  to  f 
testator's 
children;  and 
after  her  de- 
cease, the 
property  "  to 
be  shared 
equally 
amongst  all 
his  children, 
if  they  should 

have  attained  twenty-one,  and  if  any  had  not  attained  that  age,  then  that  his  c 
cutors  should  act  as  trustees  until  the  eldest  attained  that  age,  and  then  pay  hicD 
share,  and  each  one  as  he  or  she  attained  that  age."  A  child  who  died  un 
twenty-one,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  widow,  held  not  to  have  a  vested  interest. 


to  his  widow  all  the  interest  and  proceeds  of  the  men  ' 
placed  out  at  interest,  as  they  should  become  due  d  ^ 
payable,  half  yearly,  for  the  maintenance  and  educati  ^ 
of  his  children  ;  and  he  further  **  declared  it  to  be  '^ 
will,  that  afler  the  decease  of  his  wife,  all  his  effects  a 

proper^ 
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property  should  be  shared  equally  amongst  all    his        1843. 
children,  if  they  should  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  ;   and  if  any  had  not  attained  that  age,  then  that  his 
^^ecutors  should  act  as  trustees  until  the  eldest  attained 
^b^t;   age,  and  then  pay  him  his  share,  and  each  one  as 
he    or  she  attained  that  age,  unless  his  executors  were 
'^ot    satisfied  with  his  or  her  conduct;  then  and  in  that 
^^^^^  he  ordered  and  directed  his  executors  to  detain 
^^^      money  of  such  an  one  until  he  or  she  should  be 
^^^«^:ity-five.'* 

-^^dary  Redford  Dearie^  one  of  the  children  of  the  tes- 
^^^^^^r,  died  under  twenty-one  years,  in  the  lifetime  of 
^^^     widow. 

*^-Che  question  was,  whether  Mary  Redford  Dearie  took 
^    "^^^sted  interest 

^^r.  Winstanley^   for   the   petitioners,   the   surviving 
^^•^  m^ldren,  who  had  all  attained  twenty-one. 

'Mr.  Hallett,  contra^  cited  Wadley  v.  North,  (a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  child  who  died  under  twenty- 
^^^^e,  in  the  lifetime  of  her  mother,  had  not  a  vested  in- 
^^:»rest.     The  petitioners  are  therefore  entitled. 

(fl)  3  Vet.  364. 


See  Taylor  v.  Bacon,  8  Simons,  ]00. 


Vol.  V.  Dd 
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Feb.  14. 


JOHNSTON  V.  TODD. 


A.  and  B, 
were  found 
to  be  next  of 
kin  by  the 
Master,  who 
rejected  C's 
claim.    C.  ex- 
cepted to  the 
report,  and 
upon  an  issue 
directed  by 
the  Court,  he 
was  found  to 
be  sole  next 
of  kin.    A, 
alone  moved 
for  a  new 
trial:  held, 
that  B.  might 
be  heard  in 
8api)ort  of  the 
motion. 


^I^HE  question  in  the  cause  was  who  was  entitle 
"■-    to  the  residuary  estate  of  Bjobert  Mar^all  d^ 
ceased,  (a) 


ec 
Be 


On  a  reference  to  the  Master,  iie  found  the  Plaint 
and  certain  of  the  Defendants  to  be  his  next  of  kic:^ 
Peter  Marshall^  who  was  not   a  party  to  the  caui 
having  claimed  to  be  next  of  kin,  the  Master  of  th» 
Rolls  directed  an  issue,  to  try  ^^  whether  Peter  Marsha!!^ 
of  &c.  was  the  next  of  kin  of  Robert  Marshall^  the  tes-^ 
tator,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  which  took  place  in  or 
about  the  month  of  December  1820."     Peter  Marshall' 
was  directed  to  be  Plaintiff  in  the  issue,  and  the  Plain- 
tiffs in  equity  were  to  be  Defendants  at  law,  and  th^ 
Defendants  in  equity  were  all  to  be  at  liberty  to  atten^^ 
the  trial. 


The  jury  found  in  favour  of  the  claim  of  Peter  Mar"^"^^ 
shall,  whereupon  the  Plaintiffs  in  equity  gave  notice  o^^^^^^ 
motion  for  a  new  trial  of  the  issue,  but  the  Defendants^s-^^ 
in  equity  gave  no  such  notice. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Parry  for  the  Plaintifis  in 
equity,  were  heard  in  support  of  the  motion ;  after  whichr 

Mr.  George  Turner  for  the  Defendants  in  equity,  wa 
proceeding  in  support  of  the  motion,  when 

Mr.  &  Wortleyy  Mr.  Anderson,  and  Mr.  Monteith  f* 

Petei'  Marshall,  objected  that  he  could  not  be  heard,  I —  ~mis 

clie^E=-ftt^ 
(a)  3  Beao.  218. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  $95 

clients  not  having  given  notice  of  motion.     They  argued,        1 8iS. 


Johnston 


^hat  this  was  like  the  case  of  exceptions  to  a  Master's 
areport,  in  fdiich  none  but  the  excepting  parties  could  v. 

fce  heard  against  the  report ;  or  the  case  of  an  appeal,        Todd. 
in   which  the  appellants  only  could   be  heard   against 
^he  decree.    They  cited  Stubbs  v.  Sargan  (a)  to  shew  that 
^he  same  principle  applied  to  the  case  of  a  motion. 

[7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls.  There  is  a  distinction 
iDetween  the  case  of  an  appeal  from  the  whole  decree 
^uid  from  part] 

Mr.  7\tmer,  contrA.  The  general  rule  is,  that  the 
CI!ourt  will  not  make  an  order  affecting  the  interests  of 
f^arties,  without  giving  them  all  an  opportunity  of  being 
beanL 

In  the  instances  referred  to,  there  was  an  existing 
^>rder  or  decree  of  the  Court,  of  which  a  party  could 
x^ot  comply  unless  he  gave  notice  or  appealed;  here 
^Jiere  is  none,  the  object  of  the  bsue  being  only  to 
ixifonn  the  conscience  of  the  Court 

Mr.  S.  Wortley^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  strange  that  no  direct  authority  has  been  pro- 
duced on  this  point;  but  as  the  matter  stands,  I  think 
^^Ir.  Turner  must  be  heard.  The  Master  has  found  in 
^^vour  of  his  clients,  and  all  proceedings  which  have 
Subsequently  taken  place  were  for  the  purpose  of  assist- 
ing the  Court  in  determining  on  the  validity  of  the 
^^f  aster's  finding. 

All 

(fl)  3  Beav.  408.    And    see      and  Attorney-General  v.  Potter, 
-Center  v.   Cox,  4  Beav.  579. ;      ante,  168. 

Dd  2 
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All  persons  interested  in  a  report  have  a  rigbt  t 
support  the  Master's  finding,  and  I  therefore  think  th 
parties  are  entitled  to  be  heard,  because  that  which  i 
now  asked  to  be  done  tends  to  disturb  the  report. 


Feb.  15. 


CATTELL  V.  SIMONS. 


The  Plaintiff 
was  ordered 
to  pay  some 
costs  to  the 
Defendant, 
and,  on  the 
other  hand, 
the  Defend- 
ant was 
ordered  to 
pay  other 
costs  to  the 
Plaintiff.   The 
Plaintiff, 
being  in  con- 
tempt for  non- 
payment of 
the  costs, 
moved  that 
the  costs 
might  be  set- 
off   Held, 
that  it  was 
competent  for 
the  Plaintiff; 
though  in 
contempt,  to 
refer,  for 
scandal  and 
impertinence, 
an  affidavit 
filed  on  the 

Eart  of  the 
)efendant  in 
opposition  to 
the  motion. 


T^HE  Defendant  was  ordered  to  pay  certain  costs  t 
the  Plaintiff,  under  an  order  of  the  5th  of  Ncwem 
ber  1842,  and  which  costs  had  been  taxed.  On  th' 
other  hand,  the  Plaintiff  was  ordered  to  pay  certau 
other  costs  to  the  Defendant,  which  had  also  beei 
taxed,  but  were  less  in  amount  than  the  costs  payabl 
to  him  by  the  Defendant* 

On  the  11th  of  Janiuny  the  Defendant  caused  ai 
attachment  to  be  issued  against  tlie  Plaintiff  for  non 
payment  of  the  whole  of  the  costs  ordered  to  be  paid  U 
the  Defendant  by  the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  16th  of  January  1843,  the  Plaintiff  gave  no 
tice  of  motion  to  set-off  the  costs  due  to  him  from  thi 
Defendant  from  those  payable  to  him  by  the  Defend- 
ant, and  to  set  aside  the  proceeding  for  compelling  th< 
Plaintiff  to  pay.  In  opposition  to  this  motion  the 
Defendant  filed  an  affidavit  which,  under  an  order  o 
course  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff  on  the  6th  of  Februarj^ 
184S,  was  referred  for  scandal  and  impertinence. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  Defendant,  now  moved  tc 
discharge  the  order  of  the  6tli  of  February  1843  foi 
irregularity,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  competent 

foi 
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for  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  in  contempti  to  take  that        1843. 
step. 

Mr.  Teed  and  Mr.  W.  T.  S.  Daniel^  contrd. 

Wilson  V.  Boies  {a)  was  cited. 

T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  was  ordered  to  pay  costs  to 
the  Defendant,  and  a  subpoena  and  an  attachment  were 
issued  for  compelling  payment;  and  in  the  result  the 
Plaintiff  is  clearly  in  contempt  for  non-payment  of  these 
costs. 

There  being,  however,  a  previous  order,  by  which  the 
Defendant  was  ordered  to  pay  costs  to  the  Plaintifi^  the 
Plaintiff  was  desirous  of  being  relieved  from  the  pro- 
cess of  contempt ;  and  for  that  purpose,  gave  notice  of 
motion^  that  the  costs  might  be  set-off.  This  was  a 
motion  which  the  Plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to  make, 
being  an  application  for  relief  against  the  process  of 
attachment.  For  the  purpose  of  this  motion  an  affidavit 
was  filed  by  the  Defendant,  which,  it  is  alleged,  is  scan- 
dalous and  impertinent.  The  question  is,  whether,  pend- 
ing this  proper  motion,  the  Plaintiff  in  contempt  is  not 
entitled  to  an  order  referring  it  to  the  Master  to  ascer- 
tain whether  the  affidavit  is  scandalous  and  imper- 
tinent. It  being  necessary  to  use  evidence  for  the 
motion,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  proper  that  such 
evidence  should  be  clear  and  free  from  scandal  and 
impertinence.  I  must  therefore  refuse  this  motion 
with  costs. 

[a)  5  Myl.  4-  Cr.  197. 


Dd  S 
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Feb.i.  11.  ai.       GOODCHILD  v.  TERRETT. 


In  a  creditor's  rilHIS  was  a  creditor's  suit    The  S  &  4  flPl  4.  c.  104. 

suit,  since  the      ■ 

3Sc4W.4.      "^    was  applicable,  and  therefore  the  real  as  well  as 

SierwUstate  ^®  personal  estate  was  liable  to  the  debts,  and  it 

subject  to  the   seemed  probable  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  resort  to 

debts,  it  is  not  ,t     r  r 

necessary  to     we  former  for  payment 

establish  the 

the  han"**  ^^  ®^  ^^  Defendants,  a  feme  caoert^  was  alleged 

and  admitted  herself  to  be  the  heiress  at  law  of  the 
testator. 

Two  questions  arose,  first,  whether  it  was  necessary 
to  prove  the  will  per  testes;  and,  secondly,  whether 
there  ought  to  be  an  inquiry  as  to  who  was  die  heir 
at  law. 

Mr.  Parker^  Mr.  Basch^  and  Mr.  C.  HaU,  for  dififerent 
parties. 

The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls  held  that  as  the  chum  of 
the  creditors  against  the  real  estate  was  paramount  to 
the  title  both  of  the  heir  and  devisee,  and  did  not  it- 
pend  on  the  will,  it  was  not  necessary  to  establish  the 
wilL 

His  Lordship,  however,  recommended  the  parties  to 
take  the  reference,  as  in  case  it  should  become  necessary 
to  make  a  sale  of  the  real  estate,  it  would  be  very 
convenient  to  have  the  heir  at  law  ascertained  by  the 
report  of  the  Master,  the  admission  of  a  married  woman 
being  quite  ineffectual  for  that  purpose. 


NoTB. — The  heir  at  law  and  the  de?isee  are  necessary  parties* 
Brown  V.  Weatkerhy^  10  Simons,  195. 
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1848. 


ROBEY  r.  WHITEWOOD.  ^^ff  !f- 

^jnHIS  was  a  foreclosure  suit     The  Defendant  Ed^  A  Defendant 

-■-   ttwri  Whitewood  appeared,   but  having  neglected  ^^^^  ^ 

to  put  in  his  answer,  an  attachment  was  issued  against  attachment 

him,   under  which  he   was   arrested  on  the   24th  of  swering,  and 

June   1842.     He  was   brought  up  to  the  bar  of  the  not  having 

^  1  I      n   *^  ,  «  been  brought 

Court  on  the  11th  of  May  1843,  and  was  turned  over  to  the  bar 

totheJfe^.  within  the 

'^'^'"'*  proper  time, 

was  dis- 

On  the  27th  of  May  1843,  he  was,  however,  dis-  ?}*"g®J  The 

charged,  in  consequence  of  the  delay  in  bringing  him  rected,  that 

up.  (a)    On  the  6th  of  June,  the  Plaintiff  gave  the  De-  " "i^ed  w^ 

fendant  notice,  that  if  he  did  not  put  in  his  answer  within  a  fortnight, 

ten  days,  or  signify  his  willingness  to  do  so  within  a  rea-  ^g^j  should" 

sonable  time,  application  would  be  made  to  the  Court  jsfue  against 
for  a  new  attachment. 

The  Defendant  having  failed  to  put  in  his  answer, 

Mr.  Shebbeare  now  moved  that  an  attachment  might 
be  issued  against  the  Defendant  for  not  answering  the  bill. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  some  hesitation,  made 
the  order. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  again  mentioned  this  case,       July  7 
and  observed  that  some  diiBculty  had  been  felt  in  the 
Registrar's  office  as  to  the  practice  in  such  cases;  and 

having 

(a)  1 1  G.  4.  and  I  WA.  c.  56.  s.  15.  Rule  5.    Wiiiiami  v.  Toums' 
hend,  6  j^tiii.  206. 

Dd  4 
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ROBEY 
V. 

Whitewood. 
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having  referred  to  Williams  v.  Townshend{a)j  his  Loi 
ship  said,  that  the  way  in  which  the  Plaintiff  mij 
enforce  an  answer  would  be  by  amending  his  bill,  ai 
issuing  a  new  subpcena  to  answer  the  amended  bil 
but  that  he  thought  it  unnecessary  to  put  the  Plaint 
to  that  circuitous  proceeding;  that  he  saw  nothing  whi< 
ought  to  deprive  the  Plaintiff  of  his  equity,  or  wl 
he  should  not  be  allowed  to  proceed  in  his  suit,  ai 
the  only  question  seemed  to  be  as  to  the  form  of 
order. 


it 
id 

3; 

iff 
:h 


His  Lordship  ordered  that  the  Defendant  should  ]>* 
in  his  answer  within  a  fortnight  after  the  service  of  ti 
order,  and  in  default,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  be 
liberty  to  sue  out  a  new  attachment 


(a)  6  Sim.  296.,  and  see  Hugh" 
son  V.  Cookton,  3  You.  8f  C.  579.; 


I  DaniePtPr.  579.,  note (o) ; 
1  Turn.4r  Ven.ll7. 


Note.  —  The  Defendant  was  afterwards  arrested  on  a  secoi 
attachment,  and  upon  a  motion  to  discharge  him  out  of  cusl 
the  regularity  of  the  above  order  was  argued  on  the  6th  of 
cember  1843.    The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  however,  held  the  ord» 
regular.    See  pott,  • 
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1843. 


1843 

•EN  V.  ALDRIDGE.     In  re  WARD,  (a)  Bee.  20. 

1844. 
Feb.  19. 

<  case  came  on  upon  a  petition  for  the  taxation  The  feet  of 

the  bill  of  fees  and  charges  of  Mr.  Ward^  the  ^«  steward  of 

o  a  manor,  who 

of  the  manor  of  Cookham.     Mr.  Ward  was  a  is  a  solicitor 

of  this  Court.  S^°,f« 

Steward  only, 

5  &  7  Vict.  c.  73.  s.  37.,  provides  that  no  soli-  ^JJ/u„'j^^jj 

&I1  commence  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  any  6  &  7  Vkt. 

3r  any  business  done "  until  the  expiration  of  ^'  ^.^  ^^^^g 

nth  after  he  shall  have  delivered  a  bill  of  such  does  not  au- 

d  that  upon  the  application  of  the  party  charge-  taxaSon  of 

irewith,  the  Lord  Chancellor  or  Master  of  the  every  pecirai- 
o  t     iMi  1  iv  nry  demand  or 

lay  refer   such  bill  to   the   proper  officer   to  biilofasoli- 

I,  "  in  case  the  business  contained  in  such  bill  ^^^^*  ^^^  . 

every  species 
part  thereof  shall  have  been  transacted  in  the  of  employ. 

!ourt  of  Chancery,  or  in   any  other  court  of  h^e^^ay ''^'''^ 

3r  in  any  matter  of  bankruptcy  or  lunacy,  or  happen  to  be 

no  part  of  such  business  shall  have  been  trans-      A  bill' may 

any  court  of  law  or  equity."  ^  XAxt^ 

"  ^     "  though  no 

part  of  the 
:ircumstances  which  gave  rise  to  this  application  uusiness  was 
g.  I,  transacted  in 

follows :  —  any  court  of 

tion  of  the  estates  sold  under  the  decree  in  the  bJJsuch^^sil 

f  Allen  v.  Aldridge  was  copyhold,  held  of  the  ne«  ™u»t  be 

[Cookham  of  which  Mr.  William  James  Ward  was  >^ith  the  pro- 

and  for  the  purpose  of  completinc:  the  sale,  it  ^^^on  ot  an 
^     ^  u  attorney  or 

became  solicitor:  — 

s  and  the  four  follow,  convenience  of  the  branch  of  JS'^fui''^ 
have  been  inserted  out  the  profession  peculiarly  inter-  attorney  or 
regular  order,  for  the      ested  in  them.  solicitor  was 

employed 
e  was  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  or  in  which  he  would  not  have  been  em- 
he  had  not  been  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  or  if  the  relation  of  attorney 
ir  and  client  had  not  subsisted  between  him  and  his  employer. 
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184S.       became  necessary  that  certain  surrenders  and  admissions 
should  be  made  at  a  special  Court  of  the  manor. 

On  the  14th  of  July  184S,  a  court  was  held  for  the 
purpose ;  but  before  the  required  surrenders  and  admis- 
sions were  made,  Mr.  Ward^  the  steward,  claimed  fees 
to  the  amount  of  74/.  155.  2^.  which  were  complained 
of  at  the  time,  but  Mr.  Ward  stated  that  the  fees  wbicb 
he  demanded  were  the  usual  fees,  and  that  he  woald 
take  no  less. 

The  Court  was  adjourned  till  the  next  day,  when  the 
sum  of  74/.  155.  ^d.  was  paid  for  the  steward's  fees,  the 
parties,  as  they  alleged,  protesting  against  the  fairness  of 
the  charges. 

This  petition  was  presented  by  the  Plaintiffi  and  De- 
fendants in  the  cause.  They  alleged  that  Mr.  Wari^ 
the  steward  of  the  manor,  was  a  practising  solicitor  and 
that  his  charges  were  excessive,  and  they  therefore 
prayed  that  his  bill  of  fees  might  be  taxed. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  StirUonj  in  support  of 
the  petition.  < 

The  thirty-seventh  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  78^ 
enacts,  that  a  solicitor  shall  not  bring  an  action  to  re- 
cover "  any  fees,  charges,  or  disbursements  for  aru/ 
business  done  by  such  solicitor,"  till  one  month  after 
he  has  delivered  his  bill ;  and  upon  the  application  of 
the  party  chargeable,  the  Lord  Chancellor  or  Master 
of  the  Rolls  may  direct  a  taxation,  *^  in  case  no  part  of 
such  business "  (that  is  of  any  business)^  "  shall  have 
been  ti*ansacted  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity." 

It  does  not  therefore  require  that  the  relation  of  so- 
licitor and  client  should  exist,  nor  that  any  part  of  the 
business  should  be  done  in  court,  nor  is  it  necessary 

that 
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tbat  the  business  should  be  of  a  nature  which  can  only  1843* 
be  properly  done  by  a  solicitor.  Thus,  for  instance,  a 
certificated  conveyancer  may  undertake  conveyancing 
business  and  his  fees  would  not  be  taxable  under  the 
act;  yet  if  the  same  business  were  done  by  a  solicitor, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  fees  and  charges  for  it 
Would  be  taxable  under  the  provisions  of  this  statute. 
The  only  qualification  seems  to  b^,  that  the  business 
most  be  connected  with  matters  of  law.  These  charges 
which  are  all  for  law  business  are  therefore  taxable. 

The  Court  has  interfered  summarily  in  the  case  of  a 

steward  of  a  manor.     Thus  in  Rawes  v.  Rawes  (a),  the 

steward  of  a  manor,  who  was  also  a  solicitor,  was  or- 

<]ered,  on  the  petition  of  the  lord  and  in  a  summary 

Qoanner,  to  deliver  up  the  court  rolls  to  the  Receiver  in 

tile  cause.     And  the  same  principle  was  acted  on  in 

^^PAghes  v.  Mayre.  (b) 

Mr«  Endersleif,  contrd. 

The  fees  of  a  steward  of  a  manor  are  not  taxable 
'^nder  this  act.     To  bring  a  case  within  the  statute, 
^^e  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  must  be  first  shewn 
^«>  exist      The  thirty-seventh  section  gives  the   right 
^^f  taxation   to  the  party  chargeable,  that  is,  to  th^ 
^^ent.     The  twenty-eighth  section  gives  a  similar  right 
^o  the  party  who  is  liable  to  pay  or  who  has  paid, 
^nd  by  the  thirty-ninth  section  the  same  right  is  given 
^^  the  cestui  que  trust;  but  in  both  the  latter  instances, 
^e  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  must  first  be  esta- 
blished, as  between  the  solicitor  and  his  direct  employer 
"^^ho  is  the  **  party  chargeable."     Here  the  respondent  is 
*^«ither  the  attorney  of  the  tenant  nor  of  the  lord;  he  is 
^e  representative  merely  of  the  latter,  and  might  fill 
^e  oflSce  of  steward,  though  he  were  not  a  solicitor. 

Can 
(a)  7  SSm.  6S4.  (i)  5  Term.  Hep.  275. 
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1843.  Can  the  accidental  circumstance  of  being  a  solicii^Eor 
make  these  charges  taxable  which  would  not  othenw  :mse 
be  the  subject  of  taxation  ? 

'  In  the  instances  of  a  Coroner,  or  of  the  Officers  in  '^he 
Prerogative  Court,  or  the  Clerk  of  the  city  compai^le^ 
or  the  Secretary  of  bankrupts,  their  fees  cannot  be    ^be 
subject  of  taxation  in  this  Court;  but  suppose  the  |g>er- 
sons  who  filled  those  offices  happened,  accidentally^^  to 
be  solicitors,  would  that  circumstance  draw  with  it      the 
right  of  sending  their  account  of  fees  to  the  tanK^  JPg 
Master  for  taxation  ?    The  remedy  in  the  present,  a,  ■*»  ^^ 
those  cases,  if  there  be  an  extortionate  charge,  i^^  ^^ 
common  law.     The  fees  of  a  manor  depend  on         ^^ 
custom,  which  varies  in  every  manor;  these  are  ^^ 

matters  that  come  properly  within  the  province  cn:^'  * 
taxing  Officer.  To  send  this  sort  of  matters  to  the  t^^^' 
ing  Masters  will  be  to  refer  to  them  to  decide  on  "^ 

custom  of  all  the  manors  in  England^  and  their  decis^^^^^ 
on  the  question  of  q^iantum  would  be  final.  The  ca^^^*^ 
cited  do  not  apply,  they  were  cases  between  the  lord  ^^  *°^ 
his  steward,  who  as  an  attorney  had  obtained  possessioi  ^^  *^^ 
his  title-deeds.  The  Court  always  interfered  in  such  ca^^  -^^* 


Mr.  Pemherton  Leigh,  in  reply. 

The  object  of  the  act  was  to  render  all  the  fees  a  .^^^^ 
charges  of  a  solicitor  taxable,  provided  they  w^^^^^"^® 
connected  with  law  business.  It  is  not  necessary  tkr^-"* 
the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  should  exist,  as  parti -^^®* 
interested  in  the  fund  out  of  which  payment  is  to  ff 
made  are  entitled  to  demand  a  taxation. 

The  steward  has  duties  to  perform  towards  the  tena*^-^^* 
as  well  as  the  lord,  he  has  the  custody  of  the  rolls  2^         '° 
which  the  tenant  has  a  recognised  interest,  and  in  Ht^^^ 
surrenders  and  searches  he  is  employed  on  behalf  of  th^"^^ 
tenant  as  well  as  the  lord. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  405 

he  proper  remedy  is  by  an  application  for  taxation ;        1843. 

lie  steward  says,  **  I  will  not  admit  you  unless  you 

:»rtain  fees."    The  tenant  being  thus  obliged  com- 

vely  to  pay,  has  no  other  remedy.     If  he  brought 

ction,  the  answer  would  be  that  the  payment  was 

itary ;  and  if  he  indicted  for  extortion,  he  could  not, 

tch  a  proceeding,  recover  back  the  money. 


ie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1844. 

lis  petition  is  presented  by  the  Plaintiffs  and  De- 
ints  in  the  cause.  They  allege  that  Mr.  Ward^ 
teward  of  the  manor,  is  a  practising  solicitor,  and 
bis  charges  are  excessive,  and  they  therefore  pray 
his  bill  of  fees  may  be  taxed. 

le  question  is,  whether  the  charges  of  the  steward 
manor  who  happens  to  be  a  solicitor,  but  was  not 
oyed  as  such,  and  who  acted  only  as  steward  of  . 
manor  on  the  occasion  in  question,  are  taxable 
r  the  statute,  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  they 
ot 

le  statute  does  not  authorise  the  taxation  of  every 
liary  demand  or  bill  which  may  be  made  or  de- 
d  by  a  person  who  is  a  solicitor,  for  every  species 
iployment  in  which  he  may  happen  to  be  engaged. 

le  business  contained  in  a  taxable  bill  may  be 
ess  of  which  no  part  was  transacted  in  any  Court 
w  or  equity ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  must  be 
ess  connected  with  the  profession  of  an  attorney  or 
tor  —  business  in  which  the  attorney  or  solicitor 
imployed,  because  he  was  an  attorney  or  solicitor, 
which  he  would  not  have  been  employed,  if  he 
lot  been  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  or  if  the  relation 
tomey  or  solicitor  and  client  had  not  subsisted 
^n  him  and  his  employer. 
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1844.  It  may  perhaps,  on  some  occasions^  be  quesd 

whether  the  business  contained  in  a  solicitor's  bil 
be  not  such  as  to  make  the  bill  taxable  under  tl 
but  in  the  present  case  I  do  not  see  any  ref 
doubt  The  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  did  not 
between  Mr.  Ward  and  the  petitioners,  or  any  ol 
or  between  Mr.  Ward  and  any  other  person  in  i 
to  this  matter.  He  was  not  emplpyed  by  the  pet 
because  he  was  a  solicitor,  but  because  he  was  i 
of  the  manor,  and  he  might  have  been  steward 
manor  without  being  a  solicitor.  His  bill  is  no 
any  part  of  it  a  solicitor's  bill ;  it  is  the  bill  of  < 
claimed  to  be  payable  to  the  steward  of  a  nuuM 
nothing  else;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  statui 
me  no  jurisdiction  over  it 

Dismiss  the  petition  wit! 


1 84  J. 
Dec.  22. 

1844.  In  re  BECKE  and  FLOWER. 

Feb,  19. 

Afterpayment  TN  January  184S,  Mr.  Whately  ^assigned  his  e 
order  for*tox-         Messrs.  Becke  and  Flower^  who  were  solicit 

ation  is  not  to  trust  to  pay  the  expenses  and  divide  the  residue  a 

of  course  ^^^  scheduled   creditors.      Messrs.  BecJce  and 

even  by  a  accepted  the  trusts  and  incurred  some  expenses  1 

party  liable  to  *                                                                      *^ 
pav  the  same, 

tinder  the  In  June  1843,  Mr.  RTiately  took  the  benefit 

c.  73.,  any*       Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and  Mr.  Heame  was  ap 
party  entitled 
to  the  order 

may  obtain  it,  as  of  course  and  without  special  directions,  within  one  mo 
delivery,  and  with  such  special  directions  as  the  Court  may  order  to  be 
after  the  expiration  of  one  month  from  the  delivery,  but  not  after  verdic 
inquiry,  or  payment.    In  those  cases  a  special  order  made  upon  special 
stances,  to  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court,  is  required. 

A  mere  volunteer,  under  no  previous  liability,  does  not  by  paying  a  i 
bill  acquire  a  right  to  tax  it. 
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his  assignee.     The  solicitor  of  the  assignee  applied  to        184S. 

Messrs.  Becke  and  Flamer  for  the  delivery  to  him  of 

the  deed  of  assignment  and  other  documents,  and  the 

Bssent  of  the  creditors  under  the  trust  deed  having  been 

obtained,  Messrs.  Becke  and  Flcfwer  were  willing  to  do 

SO)  on  pa3rment  of  the  costs  incurred  in  the  preparation 

of  the  deed  and  otherwise  about  the  trusts.      On  the 

I5th  of  August  184S,  the  particulars  of  these  costs  were 

%nt  by  Messrs.  Becke  and  Flower  to  the  solicitor  of 

Mi.HeoTTiej  the  assignee. 

On  the  lOtb  of  November  1848,  Mr.  Heame^  the  as- 
signee, by  his  solicitor  paid  the  amount  of  the  charges 
under  protest,  at  the  same  time  stating  that  it  was  his 
Utention  to  apply  for  an  order  for  taxation. 

On  the  16th  of  Naoember  184S,  lAr.Heame^  as  as- 
signee of  Mr.  Whately,  obtained  ex  parte  an  order  for 
^e  taxation  of  the  bill  of  Messrs.  Becke  and  Flanoer. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  by  Messrs.  Becke  and 
^taner  to  discharge  the  above  order  for  taxation,  with 
^^osts. 

Mr.  Pewberton  Leigh  in  support  of  the  application. 

This  order  is  perfectly  irregular  as  an  order  of  course. 

'irst,  it  was  obtained  ex  parte  after  payment,  and  under 

the  forty-first  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict,  c  78.,  it  was 

i^ecessary  that][^the   Court  should  determine  whether, 

under  *<the  special  circumstances  of  the  case,''  the  bill 

i^eqoired  taxation,   and  that  it  should  impose  ^^  such 

terms  and  conditions  "  as  should  seem  right ;  secondly, 

it  was  obtained  after  the  expiration  of  a  month  from 

the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  bill ;  and  after  the  ex- 

piratbn  of  that  time,  by  the 'thirty-seventh  section,  a 

^A^on  can  only  be  obtained  ^^  with  such  directions 

and 
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184S«        and  subject  to  such  conditions  as  the  Court  or  Juc 
making  such  reference  shall  think  proper." 


Lastly,  the  business  was  never  transacted  by  Mes^  ""^s. 
Becke  and  Flower  as  the  solicitors  of  the  insolvent  or 

his  assignee,  neither  of  them  was  therefore  a  ^^  pa^^Hc^ty 
chargeable  by  such  bill,"  nor  was  the  Respond«=^^  nt 
^*  liable  to  pay ''  within  the  thirty-eighth  section,  and  cf  -^  n- 
sequently  he  had  no  right  to  get  any  order  for  taxati^c^i). 

Mr.  Craig^  contra.     The  right  of  this  party  to  hc^«-^e 
the  bill  taxed  arises  under  the  thirty-eighth  section.  it 

enacts  "That  where  any  person,  not  the  party  chargea^k^' le 
with  any  such  bill  within  the  meaning  of  the  provisid^*^ 
thereinbefore  contained,  shall  be  liable  to  pay  or  sS^^^^^ 
have  paid  such  bill,  either  to  the  attorney  or  solicit -^ci^r* 
his  executor,  administrator,  or  assignee,  or  to  the  pa:^v^ 
chargeable  with  such  bill  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  be  law^  tmiil 
for  such  person,  his  executor,  administrator,  or  assigr"^  ^ 
to  make  such  application  for  a  reference  for  the  taxatE  ^^^ 
and  settlement  of  such  bill,  as  the  party  chargeaB-^^  ^^ 
therewith  might  himself  make.'*  Here,  the  right  to  h^m^  ^^^^ 
a  taxation  accrued  to  Mr.  Heame  upon  payment  of  C-  ^^^ 
bill,  and  the  provision  as  to  taxation  after  the  expi^^*^" 
tion  of  a  month  from  the  delivery  of  the  bill  contain  ^^^ 
in  the  thirty-seventh  section,  cannot  therefore  apply. 

The  payment  was  made  under  protest,  and  reservi^^^ 
the  right  to  taxation ;  and  if,  as  is  argued  on  the  othi-  ^^ 
side,  Mr.  Heamej  the  assignee,  is  not  "  the  par^"^^ 
chargeable,"  the  bill  has  not  been  delivered  a  monU  ^^ 
and  the  order  was  properly  obtained  as  of  course  with  ^ 
a  month  after  the  right  to  taxation  accrued. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh^  in  reply.  The  thirty-eighC> 
section  of  the  act  places  a  party  not  chargeable,  but  wl^ 
pays  a  bill,  in  the  same  situation  as  the  party  chargeabl  ^^^'^ 

A  strang^^^ 
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A  stranger  having  no  interest  in  the  matter  cannot,        184S. 
^y  paying  a  solicitor's  bill,  acquire^  under  this  act,  a 
''^gtt  to  tax  it 


TXf  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1844. 

Feb.  19. 
This  petition  is  presented  by  solicitors  to  discharge  an 

►*^er,  obtained  as  of  course,  to  tax  their  bill,  at  the 

nstance  of  a  person  who  had  paid  the  bill  without  having 

►een  liable  to  do  so. 

Two  objections  were  made  to  the  order  sought  to  be 
ischarged. 

first;  it  was  obtained  as  of  course  after  payment  of 
^e  bill,  and*  three  months  after  it  was  delivered. 

Secondly ;  it  was  obtained  by  a  mere  volunteer,  who, 
etng  under  no  liability,  spontaneously  paid  the  bill. 

I  am  of  opinion  that,  after  payment  of  a  bill,  an  order 
^^   taxation  is  not  to  be  obtained  as  of  course  even  by 

party  liable  to  pay  the  same.  Under  the  act,  any 
*»rty  entitled  to  the  order  may  obtain  it  as  of  course, 
*^d  without  special  directions,  within  one  month  after 
l«livery,  and,  with  such  special  directions  as  the  Court 
^ay  order  to  be  imposed,  after  the  expiration  of  one 
^onth  from  the  delivery,  but  not  after  verdict,  writ  of 
^quiry,  or  payment.  In  those  cases  a  special  order, 
^ade  upon  special  circumstances  to  be  proved  to  the 
^^is&ction  of  the  Court,  is  required. 

This  order  must  be  discharged,  with  costs,  upon  the 
^''st  objection,  that  it  was  obtained  as  of  course  after 
^^yment,  and  without  any  special  direction  after  the 
^^piration  of  a  month  from  the  time  when  the  bill  was 

Vol.  V.  E  e  delivered. 
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1844.. 


delivered.     It  is  therefore  unnecessary  for  me  to  give  B^tny 
opinion  upon  the  second  objection;  but  I  may  say,lL-mat 
I  see  no  reason  to  think,  that  payment  by  a  mere  voIlm  d- 
teer  under  no  previous  liability  (which  the  Respondent 
has  admitted  to  be  the  case  here),  can,  upon  the  fair 
construction  of  the  act,  give  any  right  to  obtain  an  order 
to  tax  the  bill. 

Order  discharged,  with  costs. 


In  re  LEES. 

rilHIS  was  a  petition  by  a  mortgagor  for  the     'tax* 

-■-  ation  of  the  bill  of  costs  of  the  solicitor  of  thei»^^^' 

gagee,  which  had  been  paid  before  the  6  &  7  Vict,  ^^    '^' 


1845. 
Dec.  21,  22. 

1844. 
Feb.  19. 

The  bill  of 

costs  of  a 

mortgagee's 

solicitor  for       «  w     -  A^,         .  ^nL 

business  done    came  into  operation.     Ihe  circumstances  were  as     -*"' 

in  relation  to    lows :  — In  1841,   Mv.  RatclifTe,  the  petitioner,   tn^^' 
the  mortgage,  ^m  n^i  ^— ^ffe 

and  the  sale      gaged  some  property  to  Mr.  Bidlmatu     The  mortg^^S^ 

caged  eTtate"  is  ^0"^^"^^  ^  power  of  sale  in  case  of  default,  and    ^^' 

taxable  at  the  Ratdiffe^  who  was  in  possession,  attorned  tenant  to    *^^ 

instance  of  the 

mortgagor,       mortgagee. 

under  the 

c.  73.,  though        Mr.  Btdlman  employed  Lees  as  his  solicitor ;  and    ^  ^ 

no  part  of  the   interest  of  the  mortgage  being  in  arrear,  LeeSy  as  s^*^' 
business  may        ^  o  o  o  re 

have  been         citor  of  the  mortgagee,  proceeded  to  sell  the  est^"^  * 

lify  co'un  of     H^  »^  ^^^  s»"^^  ^'"^^  distrained  for  rent,  and  brou^*^ 
law  or  equity,  an  action  at  law  for  the  mortgage  money. 

The6&  ^^  ^  rrt^e 

7  Vict.  €.13.,  *^ 

as  regards  tax- 

ation,  is  retrospective  with  respect  to  bills  previously  taxable,  and  also  as  to  biif  ^ 
thereby  made  taxable,  provided  the  latter  remained  unpaid  at  the  passing  of  tb^ 
act. 

Payment  before  the  act  came  into  operation  of  a  previously  taxable  bill,  would 
not  preclude  taxation  under  the  act,  upon  a  proper  application  made  in  due  time. 

Payment  before  the  act  came  into  operation  of  a  bill  not  previously  taxable,  pre- 
cludes taxation. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  4u 

The  transaction  was  completed  before  the  passing  of        1848. 
the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73.  (22d  August  1 843).     Mr.  Leez  ren- 
dered to  the  mortgagee  an  account  of  his  costs,  amount- 
ing to  92/.  Il5.9(/.  (omitting  all  charges  for  the  pro- 
ceedings at  common  law),  and  he  gave  a  receipt  for  the 
same  on  the  26th  of  July  1843.     An  account  was  also 
made  out  of  the  receipts  and  payments  in  respect  of  the 
transaction,  and  after  accounting  for  the  purchase-money 
And.  the  money  levied  under  the  distress,  it  shewed  a 
balance  of  8/.  105.  due  from  the  mortgagor  to  the  mort- 
gagee. 

Mr.  Ratdiffe  now  presented  a  petition  for  the  tax- 
ation of  the  bill,  alleging  in  his  petition  specific  errors 
and  overcharges  in  the  bill  of  costs. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Flemings  for  the  peti- 
tioner, contended  that  the  act  gave  jurisdiction  to  tax 
the  bill,  and  that  the  special  circumstances  of  this  case, 
(on  which  they  commented  at  length)  required  it.  They 
argned  that  the  right  to  tax  the  bill  of  costs  could  not 
be  defeated  by  the  fraudulent  omission  of  all  the  tax- 
able items. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  contrd.     The  bill 
and  accounts  were  fully  settled  before  the  act  came  into 
^^peration,  and  cannot  now  be  taken  into  consideration 
^nder  the  authority  of  that  act     Before  the  act,  the 
JHortgagee  was  not  entitled  to  refer  the  bill  of  the  mort- 
gagor's solicitor  for  taxation,  and  he  cannot  therefore 
^o  so  now  ;  for  the  act  had  no  operation  in  a  transaction 
finally  settled  before  it  came  into  operation.    In  addition 
^  this,  the  bill  contains  no  items  taxable  according  to 
the  old  law. 

Ee  2  As 
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]  843.  As  to  the  specialties  complained  oF,  viz.  the  smt^  «.^Dt 

^^""^^^     of  charges,  they  have  all  been  occasioned  by  the  def^E^B-  «lt 
Lees.        and  misconduct  of  the  Petitioner. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  reserve  this  case  for  consideration ;  but  L  f^  *^ 
depended  merely  on  its  specialties,  I  must  say  I  tts  S^  ^^ 
there  are  circumstances  to  warrant  the  interferences^  ^f 
the  Court. 


The  case  depends  upon  the  question,  whether  th^  ' 
are  matters  properly  to  be  considered  under  the  aut-iK^<>" 
rity  of  the  recent  act  of  parliament.  The  principal  ^:>l>- 
jection  is,  that  all  the  accounts  were  fully  settled  ,^c»^u 
disposed  of  before  the  act  came  into  operation.  '^^ 

decide  this  case  I  must  look  at  the  affidavits  to  ascer  ^t:^i° 
what  really  took  place;  for  if  there  be  jurisdiction  ui^  ^^ 
the  act  to  tax  costs  and  charges  arising  out  of  an  ^e^^^' 
ployment  before  the  act,  the  only  question  will  be,  w."  ^^^ 
ther  the  jurisdiction  is  excluded  by  the  payment  wh^-  "^^ 
is  alleged  to  have  been  made. 

I  will  read  the  affidavits  ;  but  I  wish  it  to  be  un^  ^r* 
stood  that  the  decision  on  the  construction  of  the      ^^ 
will  not  be  influenced  by  the  imputed  misconduct  of   '^'^ 
parties.      They  may  however  be  pbserved  upon  oC^ 
proper  occasion. 


1844.  The  Master  c^the  Rolls. 

Feb.  19.  "^  -^ 

This   petition   is   presented  by  a  mortgagor,  and 
prays  for  the  taxation  of  a  bill  of  costs  delivered  to  t^^^^ 

mortga^ 
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mortgagee  by  his  solicitor,  for  business  done  in  relation        1844. 
to  the  mortgage  and  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  estate. 

rFhe  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  subsisted  between 
the  mortgagee  and  the  soh'citor  whose  bill  it  is  desired 
to  tax,  and  a  just  bill  being  payable  by  the  mortgagor 
or  out  of  the  mortgaged  estate,  this  is  one  of  the  cases 
in  ivhich  the  bill  is  made  taxable  under  the  statute, 
although  no  part  of  the  business  contained  in  it  may 
have  been  transacted  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity. 

But  three  objections  are  stated :  first,  that  the  whole 
of  the  business  was  done  before  the  statute  came  into 
operation;  secondly,  that  the  bill  was  actually  paid  by 
the  moptgagee  before  the  statute  came  into  operation ; 
and,  thirdly,  that  the  bill,  even  if  it  were  taxable  before 
payment,  cannot,  after  payment,  be  taxed  without  spe- 
cial circumstances,  which,  in  the  present  case,  do  not 
exist 

Upon  the  last  point  I  expressed  my  opinion  at  the 
bearing  of  the  petition,  and  a  subsequent  perusal  of  the 
affidavits  has  strongly  confirmed  the  view  which  I  then 
^^^ok  of  the  case,  that  the  special  circumstances  are  such, 
*^  to  make  taxation  proper  if  the  bill  were  taxable,  not- 
withstanding that  the  business  charged  for  was  done, 
^ncl  the  amount  paid,  before  the  statute  came  into  opera- 
^*^^.  I  have  therefore  now  to  consider  only  the  two 
^'^Bt  points. 

X  entirely  concur  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Pat" 
*^*o^j  who  has  held  that  the  statute  applies  to  matters 
^oich  occurred  before  it  passed,  although  the  bills  had 
^^^  delivered  before  that  time.  This  opinion  has  re- 
f^'^^nce  to  bilb  which  were  taxable  under  the  law  exist** 
^^S  before  the  act  was  passed ;  and  if  there  had  been  no 

E  e  S  payment) 
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1844.  payment,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  act  would  have  b^^^  ^si 
equally  applicable  to  bills  which  were  for  the  first  tE  :^Kr3ie 
made  taxable  by  the  statute.  In  this  case,  if  there  kr^  -^d 
been  no  payment,  the  solicitor  might  have  been  puC=^  ^^ 
his  action,  or  to  his  right  of  enforcing  a  lien,  and  ^^t^Tie 
mortgagee  would  have  had  a  right  to  resist  the  demu^  »<^> 
and  to  shew  its  exorbitancy]  by  legal  means,  and  t» 
act  coming  into  operation,  would  have  enabled  him 
ascertain  the  just  amount  by  taxation ;  and  I  think  tl 
the  mortgagor  would,  under  the  act,  have  had  the  sai 
right.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  it  is  no  sufficie 
objection  to  the  taxation  of  this  bill  that  the  busini 
was  done  before  the  act  came  into  operation. 


I  am  further  disposed  to  think,  that  the  payment  oi 
previously  taxable  bill  before  the  act  came  into  o| 
ation,  would  not  have  precluded  taxation  under  the  a( 
upon  a  proper  application  made  in  due  time,  because,  .^ 
the  law  before  stood,  taxation  might  have  been  hi 
upon  a  proper  case  after  payment,  and  the  client  mad- 
and  the  solicitor  received  payment,  knowing  that  ta: 
ation  might  have  been  had.    But  by  the  payment  of 
bill  which  was  not  taxable,  the  demand  of  the  solicit 
was  satisfied,  and  the  mortgagor,  as  the  law  then  sh 
could  not,  after  payment,  obtain  an  order  for  taxation 
there  was  an  end  of  the  solicitor's  claim,  and  of  th 
client's  right  or  power  to  recover  an  over  payment  b; 
taxation ;  and,  after  some  doubt,  it  appears  to  me  tha 
the  act  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  a  bill  not  pi 
viously  taxable  was  paid  before  the  act  was  passed. 

It  was  argued,  that  there  was  not  sufficient  proof,  thaC^ 
the  bill  was  in  fact  paid  at  the  time  when  it  is  alleged 
to  have  been  paid ;  but  on  the  evidence  I  think  that, 
upon  this  petition,  I  must  consider  that  the  bill  was  paid, 
at  the  time  alleged. 
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I  am,  dierefore,  under  the  necessity  of  dismissing  this        18^44. 
petition;  but,  bavmg  regard  to  the  conduct  bf  the  re- 
spondent, it  must  be  without  costs.  * 


SAYER  V.  WAGSTAFF,  jw.  9. 19. 

^HIS  was  a  petition  by  a  client  for  the  taxation  of  a  petition 

his  soUcitor's  bill  being  pre- 

sented  for  the 
taxation  of  a 

The  fects  which  were  not  in  dispute,  were  as  follows:  —  h  JiT^hat  the 

application 

The  signed  bill,  amounting  to  135/.  25.  Sd^  was  deli-  gijered  as 

▼ered  to  the  petitioner  on  the  14th  of  October  1842,  and  ™«^«  «'  ^^ 

■^  latest  at  the 

Payment  was  then  requested.  time  of  an- 

swering  the 
petition,  and 
On  the  3d  of  November  1842,  the  petitioner,  with  a  not  at  the 

^ew  to  discharge  the  bill,  gave  to  the  respondent  his  of^he^peStlo^ 

Pit>aiissory  note  for  135/.  payable  in  fourteen  days,  and  or  the  day 

^*i  the  17th  of  the  same  month  of  November,  the  pro-  hearing.    In 

^'^isaory  note  was  duly  honoured  and  paid.  ^^^.  ^^  , 

'f  'f  ^  ^      accidental 

^"   delay  in  the 

office,  the  period  may  be  carried  further  back. 

^here  a  debtor  delivers  to  his  creditor  his  promissory  note  for  the  amount  of 

the  debt,  the  debt  may  be  considered  as  actually  paid,  if  ihe  creditor,  at  the  time  of 

receiving  the  note,  has  agreed  to  take  it  in  payment  of  the  debt,  and  to  take  upon 

nioiself  the  risk  of  the  note  being  paid  ;  or  if,  from  the  conduct  of  the  creditor,  or 

^e  special  circumstances  of  the  case,  such  an  agreement  is  legally  to  be  implied. 

^^^  in  the  absence  of  any  special  circumstances,  ihe  transaction  does  not  amount 

^  a  discharge  of  the  original  debt,  but  a  mere  extended  credit. 

A  solicitor  delivered  his  bill  of  costs  on  the  Hth  of  Octoher  1842,  for  which,  the 

client,  on  the  3d  o{  November  1842,  gave  his  promissory  note,  which  was  paid  on 

"*«  1 7th  of  ^ovrw^er  1842.     On  the  i5th  of  November  184%  the  client  presented 

^  PHition  for  the  toxation  of  the  bill,  which  was  an>wcred  ow  the  1 6th,  and  was 

•^ed  on  the  21st.     The  day  appointed  for  hearing  was  the  24th.     Held,  fir>t,  that 

^je  bill  must  be  considered  as  paid  on  the  I7ih  of  Novewbir  1942 ;  and,  secondly, 

inat  theipplication  for  taxation  must  be  considered  as  made  at  the  latest  on  the 

ffl  of  November  1843,  and  consequently  that  the  application  for  taxation  had 

^  made  within  twelve  months,  according  to  the  forty-first  section  of  the  6  & 

Ee  4 
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Sayer 

V. 

Wagstaff. 


On  the  15th  of  November  1843,  the  present  pe^  ^'on 
for  taxation  was  brought  to  the  secretary's  office.  Oo 

the^following  day  the  common  answer  or  order,  req  vjir- 
ing  the  parties  concerned  to  attend  on  the  then  imcxt 
petition  day  (the  24th  of  November)  and  that  notice 
should  be  given,  was  written  on  the  petition,  and  sigMT^ 
by  the  secretary  in  the  usual  manner.  The  petitmon 
was  served  on  the  21st  of  November j  and  might  h^^e 
been  heard  on  the  24th,  if  the  parties  had  been  rea-^y> 
and  the  state  of  business  in  court  had  allowed  it. 


The  respondent  alleged,  that  the  bill  had  been  f^^<^ 
more  than  twelve  calendar  months  before  any  appliccB^C^son 
had  bfen  made  to  tax  it,  and  that,  therefore,  taxa.'K:-^^ 
was  precluded  by  tlie  proviso  in  the  forty-first  seer  "«=- ^^u 
of  the  6  Sc  7  Vict.  c.  73. 


The  petitioner,  on  the  other  hand,  alleged,  that::- 
bill  in  question  had  been  paid  less  than  twelve  caletr^ 
months  at  the  time  he  applied  for  the  order  to  ta^^ 
and  that,  under  the  special  circumstances,  there  ou^ 
to  be  a  reference  for  taxation  notwithstanding  payro^^ 

The  questions  therefore  raised  were,  first,  as  to 
time  when  the  bill  was  paid,  and,  secondly,  as  to 
time  when  the  petitioner,  according  to  the  terms  of 
forty-first    section,    "  made   the    application    for  s* 
reference  "  for  taxation. 


the 

it; 
t^ht 


ihe 
the 
^he 
Ech 


A  third  question  arose,  in  the  event  of  its  being  det 
mined   that   the   application  was    made  within   twel 
months,  which  was  this :  whether  ^^  the  special  circui 
stances  of  the  case,"  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
peared  to  require  a  taxation  of  the  bill*     It  was,  ho« 
ever,  arranged  between  the  parties,  that  the  third  que 

tic 
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tion  should  not  be  discussed  until  the  preliminary  ques-        1 844. 

tion  bad  first  been  disposed  of.  ^'^"'^'^"^^ 

Saybr 

V, 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  George  Turner,  in  support  of  Wagstaff. 
the  petition,  contended,  that  the  forty-first  section  did 
not  in  all  cases  preclude  taxation,  where  the  application 
was  not  made  within  twelve  months  after  payment;  and 
that  if  such  had  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  it 
would  have  been  distinctly  expressed.  That  before  the 
statute,  a  solicitor's  bill  could  be  taxed  after  payment, 
if  there  were  special  circumstances,  Horlock  v.  Smith  {a) ; 
and  that  now  the  Court  under  its  general  jurisdiction 
over  its  officers,  had  still  the  power,  in  a  proper  case 
and  under  special  circumstances,  of  sending  a  bill  for 
taxation,  although  twelve  months  had  expired. 

{The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  forty-first  section  seems  to  impose  two  condi- 
tions :  it  says  that  payment  shall  not  preclude  taxation  if 
**  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case  shall  require  it, 
and  profoided  the  application  is  made"  within  twelve 
calendar  months  after  payment.] 

The  forty-first  section  only  applies  to  bills  of  costs 
**  taxed  and  settled ;"  for  this  section  only  provides  for 
the  case  "  of  any  such  bills  as  aforesaid,"  and,  there- 
fore, refers  to  the  bills  mentioned  in  the  clause  imme- 
diately preceding,  namely,  a  bill  "  taxed  and  settled." 
"•-he  thirty-seventh  section  authorises  all  bills  to  be 
^*3Ked;  and  the  forty-first  creates  an  exception  limited- 
^  those  bills  which  have  been  "  taxed  and  settled." 

Secondly,  they  insisted  that  the  application  for  tax- 

*^oa  had  been  made  within  twelve  calendar  months 

after 
(a)  8  MifL  4r  Cr.  495. 
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1844;  after  payment;  and  in  support  of  this  position  they  con- 
tended, that  payment  of  the  bill  of  costs  took  place  on 
the  17th  of  Naoembery  when  the  promissory  note  was 
paid ;  that  giving  a  promissory  note  was  but  a  promise, 
and  not  a  payment,  and  created  a  mere  suspension  of 
the  right  to  sue,  for  it  had  been  repeatedly  decided,  that 
upon  the  dishonour  of  a  bill  given  for  a  debt,  the  original 
cause  of  action  revived. 

Next  they  argued,  that  the  application  for  taxation 
must  be  considered  as  having  been  made  on  the  day  on 
which  the  party  had  presented  his  petition,  and  applied 
to  have  a  day  fixed  for  the  hearing,  or  at  least  on  the 
day  on  which  it  was  answered.  They  contended  that 
this  was  like  the  case  of  filing  a  bill,  in  which,  to  save 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  proceedings  were  said  to  have 
commenced  upon  filing  the  bill,  and  not  upon  service  of  ^^ 
the  subpcencu    Coppin  v.  Gray,  {a) 

[The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  are  four  periods  at  which  it  may  be  argues  d 
that  the  application  was  made;  first,  the  time  of  presen^ivit- 
ing  the  petition ;  secondly,  the  time  of  answering  ^'^^^ ; 
thirdly,  the  time  of  service ;  and,  fourthly,  the  day  s.  IHE^* 
pointed  for  hearing.] 

The  time  appointed  for  hearing  cannot  be  consider —  ^^ 

the  time  at  which  the  application  is  made,  otherwise       ^^ 

the  application  be  made  before  the  long  vacation,  mz^^^^ 

next  petition  day  would  be  three  months  off,  so  that;^       ^^ 

effect,  three  months  might  be  taken  from  the  twe-  ^  ^^ 

months   given   to  the   party  to   apply  for  a  taxati^cr>*« 

Neither  can  the  time  of  service  be  the  period :  the  wo^cr"^^ 

«f 

(fl)  1  r.<j-c.(c.co  205. 
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of  the  act  preclude  that  coDstruction  being  that  ^^  the        1 844. 
application  for  such  reference"  be  made,  &c.     The 
other  two  periods  remain,  in  either  of  which  cases  the 
petitioner  is  in  time.  Wagstaff. 

Idr*  Cooper  and  Mr.  Moore^  contrh. 

The  petitioner  has  not  come  within  twelve  months 
^^A^r  payment,  and  has  therefore  no  right  to  any  order 
f^^  taxation.  After  payment,  the  forty-first  section  of 
^is  act  precludes  the  taxation  of  a  bill  in  all  cases,  even 
m  cases  of  fraud,  unless  the  application  be  made  within 
^^'elve  months.  In  case  of  fraud  the  Court,  we  admit, 
h^s  still  jurisdiction  over  its  officer,  but  by  another  pro- 
^^^eding,  and  not  by  the  taxation  of  his  bill  of  costs. 

Secondly,  the  bill  must  be  considered  as  having  been 
P^id  on  the  3d  of  Naoember^  when  the  promissory  note 
^^^s  given.  A  note  duly  honoured  must,  for  the  pur- 
f^^>8e  of  this  act,  be  considered  as  payment  as  from  the 
^^3r  on  which  it  was  given.  The  client  thereby  settles 
^-^icj  adopts  the  bill  of  costs,  and  the  solicitor  may  then 
^■"^tisfer  his  right  to  another  party.  In  Ross  v.  Clif" 
^^^»»  (fl)  a  bill  of  exchange  had  been  given  in  August 
-*  ^-^2,  for  the  balance  of  a  bill  of  costs.  Mr.  Justice 
^^^^tteson  referred  to  a  case  in  which  Mr.  Justice  Colt- 
^^^€^^  was  of  opinion  that  payment  was  made  when  the 
^^ourities  were  given ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  added, 
*  -A.8  to  the  question  whether  what  took  place  in  August 
^8^2  amounted  to  payment,  I  shall  hesitate  in  deter- 
^^^^ining  that  it  did  not,  after  the  opinion  ascribed  to 
**^y  brother  CoUman  on  the  point"  The  rule  there  in 
^^estion  was  however  discharged  on  other  grounds. 

Thirdly, 
(a)  Bail  Court,  November  32,  1843. 
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1844.  Thirdly,  it  is  not  necessary  to  argue  whether  the  'K  ane 

of  hearing  is  to  be  the  period  at  which  the  application 
is  to  be  considered  as  having  been  made*  It  is  suffic^ieot 
for  the  purpose  of  the  respondent  to  carry  it  to  the 
time  of  service.  That  is  the  period  best  adapted  far*  tie 
purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  intentions  of  the  act  ^11 
orders,  of  course,  like  the  present,  take  effect  from  tlie 
service ;  and  if  It  were  otherwise,  a  party  might  pr^ssent 
the  petition,  and  wholly  neglect  to  serve  it,  and  the 
solicitor,  having  no  notice  of  the  pendency  of  a  petiticO) 
might  nevertheless  be  prevented  availing  himself  af*  the 
benefit  of  the  lapse  of  time  afforded  by  the  statute. 

[The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  petition  must  necessarily  be  served  before  *he 
day  appointed  for  hearing,  which  is  always  the  ti^xt 
petition  day.] 

If  the  proceeding  had  been  by  motion  and  not  oy 
petition,  the  application  for  taxation  could  not  be  ^^^ 
to  be  made  when  the  notice  was  served,  but  when  *^"® 
motion  was  brought  before  the  Court. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


Feb.  19.  '^^^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  bill  in  question  ^^ 
paid  on  the  17th  o(  Novembei*  1842;  but  the  respond^*^* 
insists  that  it  ought  to  be  deemed  to  have  been  paid  ^^ 
the  3d  day  of  the  same  month,  when  he  received  fr^*^ 
the  petitioner  the  promissory  note,  which  was  afterw^^^* 
duly  honoured  and  paid. 

Again,  the  petitioner  alleges,  that  his  applicatioD  ^^ 

an  order  to  tax  the  bill,  if  not  made  on  the  day  wb^^ 

tie 
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left  his  petition  at  the  secretary's  office,  must,  at  the        1844. 

?st,  be  held  to  have  been  made  on  the  16th  of  JVb- 

skr  1843,  when  the  petition  was  answered.     On  the 

ler  hand,  the  respondent  insists  that  service  of  the 

dtion  was  necessary  to  make  the  application  effectual; 

d  that,  therefore,  the  application  ought  to  be  deemed 

have  been  made  on  the  21st  of  November  1843,  on 

lich  day  die  petition  was  served. 

I  shall  first  consider  the  time  when  the  application 
r  a  reference  was  made. 

Any  party  desirous  to  have  a  matter  beard  on  peti- 
»n  takes  his  petition  to  the  secretary's  office.  The 
in:etary  makes  an  entry  in  his  book  of  the  cause  or 
itter  in  which  the  petition  is  presented,  and  writes 
on  the  petition  itself  the  usual  order  for  the  parties 
attend  on  the  day  appointed  for  bearing  the  petition, 
1  for  notice  to  be  given.  The  petition  is,  from  the 
e  when  such  order  is  made,  a  regular  proceeding  in 
rt,  upon  which  affidavits  may  be  made;  and  any 
ty  interested  to  inquire  whether  a  petition  in  his 
tter  has  been  presented  or  not,  may  ascertain  the  fact 
application  to  the  secretary.  Previously  to  the  time 
K>inted  for  bearing,  and  before  the  petition  can  be  set 
^u  to  be  heard,  a  copy  of  ic  is  to  be  left  for  the 
usal  of  the  Judge  who  is  to  hear  it,  and  the  peti- 
i  itself  is  to  be  filed  before  any  order  upon  it  is 
sed.(a) 

And  such  being  the  course  of  proceeding,  I  am  of 
nion,  that  an  application  for  the  purpose  stated  and 
lyed  by  the  petition  must  be  considered  as  made,  at 
'  latest,  at  the  time  when  the  order  appointing  the 

time 
(fl)  Ord.  Can.  55. 
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1844.        time  for  hearing  the  petition,  is  signed  either  hy       the 
Judge  to  whom  the  petition  is  addressed,  or  hy       his 
officer  acting  under  his  directions.     If  it  should  ha^^peo 
that  a  petition  was  duly  brought  to  the  office,  and  w-i  th- 
out  any  default  of  the  petitioner,  but  by  some  accident 
or  neglect  in  the  office,  the  answer  or  order  was     ziot 
made  at  the  time  when   it  ought   to  have  been,      the 
application  might  be  considered  as  made  even  h^f<oTe 
the  answer  or  order  for  attendance  was  signed  (a);      tout 
no  such  question  arises  here.  The  petition  was  answer*^; 
and  I  must  consider  that  the  application  for  a  reference 
to  tax  the  bill  in  question  was  made  on  the  16th  o€  .No- 
vember 184S.  ■ 

Now  the  proviso  in  the  forty-first  section  of  the 
statute  is,  ^^  that  the  application  for  such  reference  be 
made  within  twelve  calendar  months  after  payment. *'  ^^ 
is  the  application,  not  the  service  of  a  petition  or  the 
time  appointed  for  hearing  a  petition,  but  the  appH^^' 
tion  alone  which  is  to  take  place,  or  be  made  witb^*^ 
twelve  calendar  months  after  payment ;  and  I  have  ttoyf 
to  inquire  whether  the  16th  of  November  184S,  the  ti^ic 
of  the  application  in  this  case,  was  within  twelve  calen^aJ^ 
months  after  payment  of  the  respondent's  bill. 

If  the  bill  was  paid  on  the  3d  o(  November  1842^    ^^ 
the  respondent  alleges,  more  than  twelve  months  1^^^ 
elapsed  between  the  payment  and  the  application     ^ 
the  reference ;  but  if  the  payment  was  not  made  till   ^^ 
17th  of  November^  as  the  petitioner  alleges,  then,  at  ^^^ 
time  of  the  application  for  the  reference,  twelve  mai^tn 
had  not  elapsed  from  the  time  when  the  bill  was  pai^* 

(a)  Richards  v.  IVood,  2  Myl,      1  Rtus,  ^  Mi/l.  486.;  Bean'*^^ 
Sf  K,  621.;   Barnes  v.   Wilson,      v.  W^ch,  4  Mt/l.  f  Cr.  SSO. 
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The  substantial  question  is,  whether  a  debt  is  to  be        1844. 
isidered  as  paid,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  to  the 
iditor  of  a  promissory  note  for  the  amount  payable  on 
uture  day,  on  which,  or  in  due  time  after  which,  the 
te  is  afterwards  duly  honoured  and  paid. 

Hie  debt  may  be  considered  as  actually  paid,  if  the 
iditor,  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  note,  has  agreed  to 
:e  it  in  payment  of  the  debt,  and  to  take  upon  him- 
f  the  risk  of  the  note  being  paid,  or  if,  from  the  con- 
ct  of  the  creditor  or  the  special  circumstances  of  the 
;e,  such  an  agreement  is  legally  to  be  implied. 

But  in  the  absence  of  any  special  circumstances 
-owing  the  risk  of  the  note  upon  the  creditor,  his  re- 
ving  the  note  in  lieu  of  present  payment  of  the  debt, 
Qo  more  than  giving  extended  credit,  postponing  the 
xiand  for  immediate  payment,  or  giving  time  for  pay- 
nt  on  a  future  day,  in  consideration  of  receiving  this 
icies  of  security.  Whilst  the  time  runs,  payment  cannot 
ally  be  enforced,  but  the  debt  continues  till  payment 
Lctaally  made ;  and  if  payment  be  not  made  when  the 
e  has  run  out,  payment  of  the  debt  may  be  enforced 
if  the  note  had  not  been  given,  (a)  If  payment  be 
de  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  the  extended  time 
>wed,  it  is  then,  for  the  first  tune,  that  the  debt  is 
d. 

tliere  may,  as  I  have  said,  be  special  circumstances, 
m  which  it  may  be  concluded  that  a  note  or  bill  of 
change  was  taken  as  payment  of  the  debt  for  which  it 
s  given ;  and  it  is  said  that,  in  a  case  before  Mr. 

Justice 

O  See  Puckford  v.  Maxwell,  pest  v.  Ord,  I  Mad.  89.;  Atkiti' 
4rrm  Rep,  52.;  Oweruon  v.  son  v.  Hawdon^  S  Ad.  4*  E,  628. 
»-4e,  7  Term  Rep,  64.;  Tern- 
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1844.  Justice  CoUman  at  chambers,  he  held  that  payment  was 
to  be  considered  to  have  been  made  at  the  time  when  a 
bill  and  note  were  given  as  securities  for  payment.  There 
may  have  been  circumstances  leading  to  that  conclusion 
in  the  case  referred  to ;  there  are,  I  think,  no  such  cir- 
cumstances in  the  case  now  before  me.  I  have  thought 
it  right  to  read  the  affidavits,  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining whether  there  was  any  evidence  that  Mr.  Sanders 
took  this  note  in  lieu  and  full  satisfaction  of  the  debt 
due  to  him  upon  his  bill  of  costs,  and  I  find  no  such 
evidence.  Mr.  Sanders  did  not  take  upon  himself  the 
whole  risk  of  the  note:  — tlie  petitioner  was  not  released 
from  the  debt.  If  the  note  had  not  been  duly  paid,  Mr. 
Sanders  would  have  been  entitled  to  enforce  payment 
of  the  amount  due  to  him  upon  his  bill,  and  might  have 
brought  an  action  against  the  petitioner  to  recover  it 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  bill  was  not  paii^^ 
till  the  17th  of  November  1842,  and  that  the  applicatio^^n 
for  the  reference  to  tax  the  bill  was  made  on  the  16ir%.\ 
of  Naoembei*   1843,   being  one  day  less   than  twel'^^^e 
calendar  months  after  the  payment.     The  bill  may    %=ae 
taxed,  if  there  are  such  special  circumstances  as  to  mca-V^^c 
taxation  proper,  and  the  petition  must  be  further  heei>  'vr^ 
as  to  that  point. 


The  petition  stood  over  to  the  next  petition  dajr      '^^ 
be  heard  on  the  special  circumstances. 
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1844. 

In  re  DOWNES.  Feb.  lo.  19. 

r^HlS  petition  was  presented  by  persons  interested  in  Application  by 

the  estate  of  John  Bullock^  deceased,  praying  that  J^J*f^  die 

^eral  bills  of  costs  paid  by  the  trustees  of  John  But-  taxation  of  a 
-JL»      Ml      •  1     I  1  billofcostt 

c«^s  will  might  be  taxed.  paid  by  hit 

trustees  more 
^^^  than  twel?e 

On  the  first  hearing  of  the  petition,  the  Court  ex«  calendar 

essed  an  opinion  that  the  only  bill  upon  which  any  J^fused* 

estion  arose  was  to  be  considered  as  paid  on  the      Where  a 

day  of  May  1842,  and  the  application  for  a  reference  ^rapplies 

tax  the  bill  havinir  been  made  more  than  twelve  foruxation, 
I       «  ,        r  t  .  ,        then  if  there 

lendar  months  after  payment,  the  question  was,  whe-  has  been  no 

5r  the  bill  was  now  taxable  under  the  act.  ?^fw  u"nd^^ 

which  tax- 
Mr.  Turnery  in  support  of  the  petition.  dSected  w? 

*       ,       '     .  .  .  1   .       t  such  as  are 

\s  the  petitioners  are  interested  in  the  property  out  pointed  out 

virbich  the  trustees  have  paid  the  bill  in  question,  the  °y  the  thirty- 

'^  ^  1  '  seventh  sec- 

irt  is,  by  the  thirty-ninth  section  of  the  6  &  7  yicL  tion  of  the 

).,  authorised  to  refer  the  bill  for  taxation.     That  ^*J  and  if 

ie  directs,  "  that  in  any  case  "  in  which  a  trustee  there  has  been 

lecome  chargeable  with  such  bill,  the  Court,  on  the  fhe  forty-firet 

cation  of  a  party  interested  in  the  property  out  of  *^^?"' 

\  the  trustees  may  have  paid  the  bill,  may  refer  the  the  6  &  7  yici. 

for  taxation.  r.  73.  applies, 

rpi       the  Court  can- 
^  "®   not  in  any 
^atever  send  a  bill  for  taxation  as  against  the  solicitor,  if  it  has  been  paid 
in  twelve  months,  but  the  Court  may,  after  that  period,  direct  a  taxation  as 
a  trustee  and  his  cestui  que  tnut^  to  justify  the  payments  of  the  former, 
ords  •*  any  such  bill,"  in  the  forty-fiirst  section,  do  not  mean  the  bill  men- 
the  section  immediately  preceding,  viz.  any  bill  "  previously  taxed  and 
nor  are  they  limited  to  such  bills  as  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  are 
be  taxed  by  a  party  directly  chargeable. 

a  solicitor's  bill  has  been  paid  by  a  trustee,  the  cestui  que  trust  cannot 
•xpimtion  of  twelve  months  from  pavment,  obtain  a  taxation,  as  against 
or,  although  he  bad  no  notice  of  tne  payment  until  after  the  twelve 
i  expired.    Semble, 

If 
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18**-  ^     Justice  Coltman  at  chambers,  V^or^  than  twelve  mont^^ 
to  be  considered  to  have  bep^j  section,  preclude  the  ^' 
bill  and  note  were  given  bs^ 
may  have  been  circum- 

in  the  case  referrec'  ^^^^  ^^^<^  y^  Y\mi\.eA  to  some  \'^\i, 
cumstances  in  thr  ^^^^^  ^e  held  to  extend  to  all  p^^c 
It  right  to  rea'  ^^/|^-seventh  section,  which  extends         ^\ 
taming  whet     y  ^^  unpaid,  authorises  a   taxation  aft         -  ^ 
took  this  •    .^^^g   c(  under   special   circumstances   to  b>^^-^, 
due  to  ^    /  ^^g  Court"     Now,  by  the  forty-first  sectioi^   '    ^ 


xi' 


evide*  ,,^  ,,j,ent  of  any  such  bill  as  aforesaid,"  is  in  \\C^ 

^        **  ^riM«lnrlA    tavatinn.    nrnvirlprl    tVi<»    nnnlirntion 
f         / 


'     '•'^'preclude  taxation,  provided  the  application  for^ 
^/erence  be  made  within  twelve  calendar  months 


j^  payment     The  words  "  any  such  bills  as  afore- 

^i**  have  reference  to  the  bills   mentioned   in  the 

^tion  immediately  preceding  the  fortieth,  which  are 

bills  "  previously  taxed  and  settled;"  therefore,  to  bring 

the  case  within  the  forty-first  section,  the  bill  must  have 

been  previously  taxed  as  well  as  setded. 

Lastly,  the  words  ^^  any  such  bill  as  aforesaid,"  con- 
tained in  the  forty-first  section,  apply  only  to  bills 
sought  to  be  taxed  by  parties  directly  chargeable,  and 
not  to  those  sought  to  be  taxed  at  the  instance  of  parties 
out  of  whose  property  the  bills  are  payable  as  in  the 
present  case,  who  may  have  no  notice  of  the  payment 
until  long  after  twelve  months  have  expired. 

Mr.  Kinderslci/j  cotitrd.  The  proviso  in  the  forty- first 
section,  ^^  that  the  application  for  the  reference  be  made 
within  twelve  calendar  months  afterpayment,"  precludes 
any  taxation  after  that  period. 

The  forty-first  section  is  the  first  which  relates  to 
bills  which  have  been  paid.  The  thirty-seventh  relates 
to  unpaid  bills  alone,  which  may  be  taxed  as  of  course 

within 
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C3n  the  hearing  of  the  petition,  I  expressed  my  opi- 
^^^>0  that  the  only  bill  upon  which  any  question  arises 
^^«  to  be  considered  as  paid  on  the  2d  day  of  May 
^  B^S .  nQd  ^e  application  for  a  reference  to  tax  the  bill 
'^^ving  been  made  more  than  twelve  calendar  months 
^'^Qr  payment,  the  question  is,  whether  the  bill  is  now 
^^aUe  mider  the  act 

llie  act  provides,  that  where  a  trustee  has  become 
^argeable  with  a  bill  of  costs,  the  Court,  upon  the  ap- 

Ff  2  plication 


qfter  delivery  of  the  bill,  or  with  special        1844>. 
Htions  after  that  period  until  the  ex-     ^"^y^^ 
lonths ;  but  no  reference  is  to  be      Downes. 
*  &€.,  or  after  twelve  months,  "  except 
-f  -  circumstances,  to  be  proved  to  the  satis- 

the  Court"      The  thirty-eighth  and  thirty- 
actions  relate  to  taxation  at  the  instance  of  third 
-A'ties  ;  but  these  only  give  to   such  persons  similar 
^'ghts  to  those  to  which  the  parties  chargeable  are  en- 
titled. 

Ilie  forty-first  section  applies  to  all  cases  in  which 
Pajrment  has  been  made. 

Adr.  Headlamj  for  the  trustees. 

J^i4r,  J\imery  in  reply. 


Site  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Feb.  19. 

'X^ia  petition  b  presented  by  persons  interested  in  the 
^^^•^.te  of  John  Bullock^  deceased,  praying  that  certain 
^^lls  of  costs,  paid  by  the  trustees  o(John  BuUocl^s  will, 
be  taxed. 


4S4 


1844. 


Sayer 
Wagstafp. 
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Justice  Coliman  at  chambers,  he  held  that  payment  was 
to  be  considered  to  have  been  made  at  the  time  when  a 
bill  and  note  were  given  as  securities  for  payment.  There 
may  have  been  circumstances  leading  to  that  conclusion 
in  the  case  referred  to ;  there  are,  I  think,  no  such  cir- 
cumstances in  the  case  now  before  me.  I  have  thought 
it  right  to  read  the  affidavits,  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining whether  there  was  any  evidence  that  Mr.  Sanders 
took  this  note  in  lieu  and  full  satisfaction  of  the  debt 
due  to  him  upon  his  bill  of  costs,  and  I  find  no  such 
evidence.  Mr.  Sanders  did  not  take  upon  himself  the 
whole  risk  of  the  note  :^  the  petitioner  was  not  released 
from  the  debt.  If  the  note  had  not  been  duly  paid,  Mr. 
Sanders  would  have  been  entitled  to  enforce  payment 
of  the  amount  due  to  him  upon  his  bill,  and  might  have 
brought  an  action  against  the  petitioner  to  recover  it. 


I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  bill  was  not  paid 
till  the  17th  of  Naoember  1842,  and  that  the  application 
for  the  reference  to  tax  the  bill  was  made  on  the  16th 
of  November  1843,  being  one  day  less  than  twelve 
calendar  months  after  the  payment.  The  bill  may  be 
taxed,  if  there  are  such  special  circumstances  as  to  make 
taxation  proper,  and  the  petition  must  be  further  heard 
as  to  that  point. 


The  petition  stood  over  to  the  next  petition  day  to 
be  heard  on  the  special  circumstances. 
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In  re  DOWNES.  Feb.  lo.  19. 

nPHIS  petition  was  presented  by  persons  interested  in  Application  by 

the  estate  of  John  Bulloch^  deceased,  praying  that  J^JVor  the 

several  bills  of  costs  paid  by  the  trustees  of  John  Bui*  taxation  of  a 
,„.,,.,,  ,  bill  of  costs 

locirs  will  might  be  taxed.  paid  by  his 

trustees  more 
than  twelve 
On  the  first  hearing  of  the  petition,  the  Court  ex-  calendar 

pressed  an  opinion  that  the  only  bill  upon  which  any  ^f"g^ed' 

question  arose  was   to  be  considered  as  paid  on  the      Where  a 

2d  day  oi  May  1842,  and  the  application  for  a  reference  ^jTapplies 

to  tax  the  bill  having:  been  made  more  than  twelve  for  taxation, 

1      ,  ,        .    ®  ,  .  ,        then  if  there 

calendar  months  after  payment,  the  question  was,  whe-  has  been  no 

ther  the  bill  was  now  taxable  under  the  act  mfeTtTnda'' 

which  tax- 
Mr.  Turner,  in  support  of  the  petition.  directed  w? 

-       ,      •     .  .  .  1.1  such  as  are 

As  the  petitioners  are  interested  in  the  property  out  pointed  out 

of  which  the  trustees  have  paid  the  bill  in  question,  the  ^y  t**e  thiny- 

^  ^  »  seventh  sec- 

Court  is,  by  the  thirty-ninth  section  of  the  6  &  7  VicU  tion  of  the 

cr.  73.,  authorised  to  refer  the  bill  for  taxation.     That  ^^^  ^j^j'jf 
clause  directs,  "  that  in  any  case  "  in  which  a  trustee  there  has  been 
has  become  chargeable  with  such  bill,  the  Court,  on  the  f^^  forty-first 
application  of  a  party  interested  in  the  property  out  of  *®^^?"* 
which  the  trustees  may  have  paid  the  bill,  may  refer  the  the  6  &  7  Vict. 
same  for  taxation.  Jh^CoS^A- 

^  "^   not  in  any 
case  whatever  send  a  bill  for  taxation  as  against  the  solicitor,  if  it  has  been  paid 
more  than  twelve  months,  but  the  Court  may,  after  that  period,  direct  a  taxauon  as 
between  a  trustee  and  his  cestui  que  trusty  to  justify  the  payments  of  the  former. 

The  words  "  any  such  bill,"  in  the  forty-first  section,  do  not  mean  the  bill  men- 
tioned in  the  section  immediately  prececfing,  viz.  any  bill  "  previously  taxed  and 
settled ; "  nor  are  they  limited  to  such  bills  as  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  are 
sought  to  be  taxed  by  a  party  directly  chargeable. 

Where  a  solicitor's  bill  has  been  paid  by  a  trustee,  the  cestui  que  trust  cannot 
after  the  expiration  of  twelve  months  from  pavment,  obtain  a  taxation,  as  against 
the  solicitor,  although  he  had  no  notice  of  the  payment  until  after  the  twelve 
months  had  expired.    Semble. 

You  V.  Ff 
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1844.  The  fact  of  payment  for  more  than  twelve  mor^* 

^^^^^     d<>®5  not,  under  the  forty-first  section,  preclude  the 
BowNBs.      ation. 

The  forty-first  section  must  be  limited  to  some 
ticular  bills,  and  cannot  be  held  to  extend  to  all  *] 
bills ;  for  the  thirty-seventh  section,  which  extends 
all   bills   paid  or  unpaid,  authorises  a   taxation   s 
twelve    months   *'  under   special   circumstances   to 
proved  to  the  Court"     Now,  by  the  forty-first  section, 
**  the  payment  of  any  such  bill  as  aforesaid,"  is  ir&        no 
case  to  preclude  taxation,  provided  the  application.       ^or 
the  reference  be  made  within  twelve  calendar  morm  «hs 
after  payment     The  words   "any  such  bills  as  afc^^e- 
said"  have  reference  to  the  bills   mentioned  in      ^he 
section  immediately  preceding  the  fortieth,  which     ^^ 
bills  "  previously  taxed  and  settled;''  therefore,* to  bri  *g 
the  case  within  the  forty-first  section,  the  bill  must  b^^^ 
been  previously  taxed  as  well  as  settled. 

Lastly,  the  words  "  any  such  bill  as  aforesaid,"  con- 
tained in  the  forty-first  section,  apply  only  to  bf'^ 
sought  to  be  taxed  by  parties  directly  chargeable,  3.^^ 
not  to  those  sought  to  be  taxed  at  the  instance  of  parties 
out  of  whose  property  the  bills  are  payable  as  in  the 
present  case,  who  may  have  no  notice  of  the  payco^*^^ 
until  long  afler  twelve  months  have  expired. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  contra.  The  proviso  in  the  forty- fi  ^^^ 
section,  "  that  the  application  for  the  reference  be  m^^^ 
within  twelve  calendar  months  after  payment,"  preclii^^^ 
any  taxation  after  that  period. 

The  forty-first  section  is  the  first  which  related 


bills  which  have  been  paid.     The  thirty-seventh  rel 
to  unpaid  bills  alone,  which  may  be  taxed  as  of  coi^^*^ 

wil 


itt»"' 
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a  month  after  delivery  of  the  bill,  or  with  special  1844. 
3ns  and  conditions  after  that  period  until  the  ex- 
ti  of  twelve  months;  but  no  reference  is  to  be 
ifter  verdict  &c,,  or  after  twelve  months^  "  except 
special  circumstances,  to  be  proved  to  the  satis- 
of  the  Court"  The  thirty-eighth  and  thirty- 
ections  relate  to  taxation  at  the  instance  of  third 
;  but  these  only  give  to  such  persons  similar 
to  those  to  which  the  parties  chargeable  are  en- 


forty-first  section  applies  to  all  cases  in  which 
3t  has  been  made. 

Headlanij  for  the  trustees. 

Jhyierj  in  reply. 


Master  of  the  Rolls.  Fgb.  19. 

petition  b  presented  by  persons  interested  in  the 
if  John  BuUockf  deceased,  praying  that  certain 
costs,  paid  by  the  trustees  of  John  BuUocVs  will, 

taxed. 

he  hearing  of  the  petition,  I  expressed  my  opi- 
lat  the  only  bill  upon  which  any  question  arises 
be  considered  as  paid  on  the  2d  day  of  Majf 
and  the  application  for  a  reference  to  tax  the  bill 
been  made  more  than  twelve  calendar  months 
tyment,  the  question  is,  whether  the  bill  is  now 
under  the  act. 

act  provides,  that  where  a  trustee  has  become 

ble  with  a  bill  of  costs,  the  Court,  upon  the  ap- 

Ff  2  plication 
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1844.  plication  of  a  party  interested  in  the  property  oii^  or 
^^^^^^'^  which  the  trustee  may  have  paid,  or  be  entitled  to  p^-  -ay, 
DowNEs.      the  bill^  may  refer  the  same  to  be  taxed,  with  such  di- 

rections as  may  be  thought  proper ;  and  I  think  tJ^^at, 
save  as  to  such  special  directions  as  may  be  thotajic^bt 
proper  in  the  peculiar  case,  the  rules  under  which  ^^he 
taxation  is  to  be  directed  are  such  as  are  pointed  out  in 
the  thirty-seventh  section,  if  there  has  been  no  paym^s^  Jit, 
and  by  the  forty-first  section  if  there  has  been  paymi  ^  it. 


By  the  thirty-seventh  section,  the  case  of  the   kz^/il 
having  been  paid  is  not  at  all  contemplated.     It  rela^^fltes 
to   unpaid   bills   only,   and   provides  that,  within   c^ne 
month  after  delivery,  taxation  may  be  ordered  with- 
out special  direction ;  that,  after  the  expiration  of  c^ne 
month  from  the  time  of  the  bill  being  delivered,  te^^- 
ation  may  be  ordered  with  such  directions  as  the  Couirt 
may  think  proper,  and  that  after  verdict  or  writ  of   i^' 
quiry,  taxation  is  only  to  be  ordered  on  special  circa  in- 
stances, to  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court. 

The  forty-first  section  contemplates  the  case  of  p^J" 
ment  before  any  application  to  tax  the  bill  is  made ;  and 
it  provides  that  payment  shall  not  preclude  taxation^  ^^ 
the  special  circumstances  of  the  case  shall,  in  the  o£>i'* 
nion  of  the  Court,  appear  to  require  the  same,  up^^ 
such  terms  and  conditions,  and  subject  to  such  dir^^"" 
tions  as  to  the  Court  shall  seem  right,  "  provided  tt>^ 
application  for  such  reference  be  made  within  twel'^^ 
calendar  months  after  payment." 

It  was  argued  that  the  forty-first  section,  if  constru^^ 
to  extend  to  all  paid  bills,  would  be  inconsistent  wi^* 
the  thirty-seventh  section,  which  extends  to  all  biH^' 
secondly,  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  ^^  ' 
the  words,  "  any  such  bill  as  aforesaid,"  contained  *; 
the  forty-first  section,  mean  only  any  such  bill  aS     ^ 

mentia^^^^ 
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ioned  in  the  section  immediately  preceding  to  have        1844. 

*< taxed  and  settled;"   and,  thirdlyi  that,  at  all     ^"^^^^'"^^ 
ts,  the  words  **  any  such  bill  as  aforesaid ''  contained      Downes. 
e  forty-first  section  cannot  be  construed  to  mean 
bill  which  is  sought  to  be  taxed  by  parties  other 
those  directly  chargeable  therewith. 

cannot  concur  in  any  of  these  arguments.     The 

^-seventh  section  relates  exclusively  to  unpaid  bills; 

if  it  were  not  for  the  forty-first  section,  paid  bills 

d  not  be  taxable  at  all  under  this  acL     But  the 

-first  section  enacts,  that  payment  shall  not  pre- 

i  taxation,  if  the  circumstances  be  such  as  to  make 

ion  proper,  and  if  the  application  be  made  within 

^e  calendar   months  after  payment     Mr.  Justice 

fsorif  in  the  case  of  Binns  v.  Hey{a)^  stated  that,  he 

idered  the  true  construction  of  the  clause  to  be, 

wherever  the  act  applies,  the  Court  cannot  send  a 

or  taxation  if  it  has  been  paid  more  than  twelve 

;hs  in  any  case  whatever.     I  entirely  concur  in  that 

ion,  as  affording  the  general  rule,  subject,  however, 

qualification  in  this  Court.     I  think  that  in  this 

t  the  bill  cannot  be  ordered  to  be  taxed  as  against 

solicitor  himself,  if  twelve  calendar  months  have 

led  after  the  payment     But  if  a  trustee  or  executor 

3aid  a  solicitor's  bill  improperly,  and  has  neglected 

rocure  the  bill  to  be  taxed  in  due  time,  there  ap- 

s  to  be  nothing  in  this  act  to  prevent  this  Court 

in  called  upon  to  disallow  the  whole  or  part  of  a 

lent  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  a  trustee  or  exe- 

'}  from  ascertaining,  by  taxation,  if  necessary,  what 

Proper  sum  to  be  allowed  to  the  trustee  or  executor 

is  payment  {b) 

I  cannot 

Q.  Bench  Bail  Court,  22d      291.;  Orwe  v.  Sammn^  1  Beav* 
t843.  297. 

hazard  v.  Lane^  5  Mer. 
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]  844.  I  cannot  so  construe  the  act  as  to  make  the  wo  -imis 

^^any  such  bill  as  aforesaid"  in  the  forty-first  sectioK^n.  to 
mean  only  ^^any  such  bill  as  is  hereinbefore  mentioxr-ned 
to  have  been  taxed  and  settled/'  or  ^^any  such  bill  as 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act  is  sought  to  be  taxed  by 
a  party  directly  chargeable  with  such  bill."  The  wo-  :3Tds 
themselves  import  no  such  restriction,  and  I  can  ^^Sod 
nothing  to  warrant  the  proposed  construction. 

It  is  supposed  that  there  may  be  some  hardship  on 
third  parties  who  are  enabled  to  tax  the  bills  withurs  a 
limited  time  only,  and  may  have  had  no  notice  of  'fl^be 
payment  till  too  late.  Such  cases  may  arise,  and  in  tb  ^sm 
the  statute  does  not  give  so  much  benefit  as  might  perb^B-ps 
be  desired ;  but  the  case  stands  thus : —  Before  the  ^ict 
came  into  operation,  the  cestui  que  trusty  out  of  wb^>se 
estate  a  solicitor's  bill  was  to  be  paid,  could  not  procm:*'^ 
the  bill  to  be  taxed  as  against  the  solicitor  directly,  t^ut 
he  might  impeach  any  improper  or  extravagant  pajnn^nt 
made'by  his  trustee  in  discharge  of  the  solicitor's  l>iM> 
and  might,  as  against  the  trustee,  cause  the  solicitox*  s 
bill  to  be  taxed.  Under  tlie  act,  every  remedy  whi^b 
the  cestui  que  trust  had  against  the  trustee  remains  *^ 
him,  and,  besides  that,  he  is  entitled  to  ask  for  taxati^^^ 
against  the  solicitor  directly,  at  any  time  before  p^^y* 
ment  of  the  bill,  or  within  twelve  calendar  months  sf^^^ 
payment. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  no  taxati^^^ 
of  the  bill  which  was  paid  on  the  2d  o{  Men/  1842. 
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fflNDE  V.  BLAKK  2f<n>.  ss. 

N  order  had  been  made  on  the  7th  oi  May  1842,  Attachment 
upon  the  Defendant  for  the  transfer  into  Court  of  tu?^^'^,n 

lum  of  11,000^  consols,  {a)  the  ground  of 

the  order 
upon  which 

he  order  was  served  on  the  Defendant;  but  at  this  it  was  founded 

the  11th  and  12th  Greneral  Orders  of  the  26th  of  curately  stated 

istlMl  ib)  had  been  amended  by  the  6th  Order  of  ^^^  ^""^^^ 

.      ^    )     ,.  ,  V  quences  of  a 

1 1th  of  Jprtl  1 842.  (c)  non-perform- 

ance. 

he  order,  instead  of  stating  that  if  the  Defendant 
ected  to  obey  it,  ^^  he  would  be  liable  to  be  ar- 
d  under  a  writ  of  altiichment"  as  it  ought  to  have 
I  according  to  the  amended  orders,  stated,  in  the 
Form,  **  that  he  would  be  liable  to  be  arrested  by  the 
^ant-at-^trmsj*  &c. 

he  Defendant  neglected  to  make  the  transfer,  and 
ttachment  issued. 

[r.  Lovat  now  moved  to  discharge  it  for  irregularity, 
he  ground  that  the  copy  of  the  order  served,  incor- 
ly  stated  the  consequences  of  a  de&ult  in  obey- 
it 

Tie  Master  of  the  Rolls  discharged  it  with  costs. 

)  4Beavanf  597.  (c)  Ord.  Can.  166,  167.  and 

)  Ord,  Can.   166.  note  (a),      198. 
167.  note  (a). 
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^^^•5-  SMITH  V.  HARTLEY. 

Upon  aD  ap-     1\^^*  SIMPSON  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  « 

Sle  a^suppie-  ^^^  liberty  to  put  in  a  supplemental  answer. 

meDtal  an- 

swcr  the 

Defendant  The  notice  of  motion  did  not,  howeveri  specify  the^ 

should  state      focts  intended  to  be  introduced  into  the  supplementaK 
on  bis  notice  ^"^ 

of  motion  the    answer, 
facts  intended 
to  be  intro- 
duced therein.       Mr.  Shebbeare  for  the  Plaintifl&  did  not  oppose  th^ 

motion ;  but  two  of  them  being  infants,  he  said  he  coul 

not  consent  thereto. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  rule  adopted  in  this  Court  is,  to  require  a  \ 
fendant  coming  for  liberty  to  file  a  supplemental  answe 
to  state  in  his  notice  of  motion  the  facts  intended 
be  introduced  therein.  It  is  ^necessary  that  the  part^'^-^^^J 
coming  here  as  a  Respondent  should  know  befbrebanc^^  ^ 
what  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Defendants  to  ask  of  tb^^  ^ 
Court. 

His  Lordship  said,  that  if  the  Plaintifis  did  not  obj( 
he  should  be  disposed  to  give  liberty  to  the  Defendants- 
to  introduce  into  the  supplemental  answer  the  facts  stal 
in  the  affidavit  filed  on  his  behalf  in  support  of  the  motio 

The  Plaintiffs'  counsel  thinking  this  insufficient,  tb^ 
motion  stood  over. 


See  Hatlar  v.  J7oASw,  2  Beav.  236.,  and  Whitcombe  v«  Aiincki^^ 
I  Wilt.  C.  C.  1. 
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»fARCH  V.  The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL.  '^J^l^[ 

B^BE  testatrix,  Mary  Barfield,  bequeathed  the  residue  Policies  of 
*-^^         -  ,  .  .      -  ,  ,  ,         assurance  by 

of  her  monies^  securities  for  money,  and  her  other  which  the  di- 

^^^^^"^©nal  estate  to  certain  charities ;  and  it  beinff  alleffed  f5f ^"  engage 
•  1^  '  o         o        "  to  pay  out 

^t  part  of  such  personal  estate  was  so  connected  with  of  the  funds," 

^»^cl  as  to  render  the  gift  to  charity  invalid,  under  the  fJndf^h'an  L 

^^tute  of  Mortmain  (a),  this  suit  was  instituted,  for  the  liable,"  or 

^^f^xwe  of  having  the  rights  of  the  next  of  kin  and  of  of  the  funds 

^*^^  c:harity  ascertained.  shall  be  paid," 

•^  are  not  so 

connected 

-^  decree  was  made  in  the  cause  dated  the  24th  of  ^^'J'  ^"'?^'  °*' 
j^  under  the 

^«^  18S8,  which,  after  directing  the  usual  accounts  to  Mortmain 

1      Act,  to  render 

invalid  a  gift 

(a)  9  G.  2.  C.56.  of  them  to 

charity,  al- 

»^^^       though  the  assets  of  the  assurance  companies  consist  partly  of  real  estate. 

^  -^^s^e  rule  is  the  same,  although,  by  the  policy  sealed  with  the  corporate  seal  of 

^   ^^mpany,  the  assured  becomes  a  member. 

"V^ouV.  Gg 


4S4 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1842. 


be  taken  of  the  personal  estate  of  Mary  Barfieldy  ordered 
the  Master  to  ascertain  and  state  the  clear  residue  of 
such  personal  estate,  and  of  what  the  same  consisted, 
and  the  nature  and  particulars  thereof,  and  how  much 
consisted  of  pure  personalty,  and  how  much  of  per- 
sonalty connected  with  land« 

The  Master,  by  his  report  dated  the  20th  of  December 
1841,  certified  that  the  residuary  personal  estate  of  the 
testatrix,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  consisted,  in  part,  o£ 
the  following  particulars :  — 

1st.  A  sum  of  2000/.  due  from  John  Wall^  withac 
arrear  of  interest  from  the  6th  of  August  1838,  aoc 
which  was  secured  by  mortgage  of  a  policy  of  insurant! 
from  the  Society  of  Equitable  Assurances. 

2dly.  A  sum  of  210/.  received  from  the  Economit 
Life  Assurance  Society  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  od 
the  life  of  Margaret  Maria  Adam. 

3dly.  A  sum  of  150/.  assured  on  the  life  of  Josepm 
Hudson  (who  was  still  living)  in  the  Law  Life  Assuranes 
Office. 


And,  4thly.  A  sum  of  1200/.,  which  was  received  or 
a  policy  of  insurance  effected  by  the  testatrix  on  the  lil 
of  GeorgeHornsby  in  the  Amicable  Assurance  Society. 

The  Master  stated  his  opinion,  that  the  same  severe 
sums  of  2000/.,  210/,,  150/.,  and  1200/.  received  upo- 
o  r  secured  by  such  policies  of  insurance  were  persons 
estate  connected  with  land,  according  to  and  in  tb 
proportion,  which  the  funds  properly  subject  to  the  pay 
mcnt"  thereof,  which  consisted  of  estates  or  securities  c 
real  estates,  bear  to  the  funds  and  property  subject  r 
the  payme  nt  thereof,  which  consisted  of  pure  persoH 
state. 

T^ 
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'Jo  this  finding  three  sets  of  exceptions  were  taken;        1842. 
<S  the  Exceptants  alleged,  that  the  Master  ought  to 
i^v^e  found  all  the  several  sums  of  20002.,  2102.,  1502^ 
d  1200^  to  be  pure  personal  estate. 

Jit  appeared  that  all  of  the  several  insurance  Com- 
lies    by  whose  policies  these  several    sums    were 

:ured,  and  upon  which  policies  all  the  sums,  except 
^ke  150/.,  had  been  received,  were  entitled  to  some  real 
^s^tate,  or  chattels  real,  or  some  funds  which  were  se- 
er Eared  on  mortgages  of  real  estate  or  chattels  real ;  and 
i^l^a^  such  being  the  stocks  or  funds  of  the  several  in- 
si:ai-^oe  companies,  they  adopted  several  distinct  modes 
^^f^  providing  for  the  payment  of  the  sums  payable  on  the 
policies  they  granted. 

Ilie  policies  granted  by  the  Equitable  Assurance  So- 
oie^  consisted  of  covenants  by  two  trustees,  that  they, 
^'I>c>ii  the  payments  becoming  due,  would  pay  or  cause 
^^>  be  paid,  out  of  the  stock  or  fund  of  the  society,  unto 
^h^  executorsof  the  assured  the  full  sum  assured. 

"Xhe  policies  of  the  Economic  Life  Assurance  Society 
'^'^^I'e  instrumenu  signed  by  three  directors,  providing, 
^hn^  if  the  premiums  were  duly  paid,  the  funds  and  pro- 
P««^  of  the  society,  according  to  the  articles  of  settle- 
'^exit,  after  payment  of  all  prior  charges,  should  be  liable 
^^  pay  the  sums  assured ;  and  it  was  declared,  that  the 
*^*«^ds  or  property  of  the  society,  after  payment  of  prior 
^^ajges,  should  alone  be  answerable  for  the  payment  of 
w^  sums  assured. 

*Xhe  policies  of  the  Law  Life  Assurance  Society  were 
^'S'led  by  three  directors,  and  provided,  that  if  the 
P^^miums  were  duly  paid,  the  stocks,  funds,  securities, 
^^d  property  of  the  society  should  be  liable,  according 
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to  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  to  pay  thi 
sum  assured ;  and  that  the  subscribed  capital  and  othei 
stocks,  funds,  and  securities  and  property  of  the  societ] 
should  alone  be  liable  to  answer  the  claiais  on  th< 
society. 


The  policies  of  the  Amicable  Society  were  sealec 
with  the  common  seal  of  the  society,  and  thereby  th 
assured  were  admitted  members  of  the  society,  and  tbi 
society  obliged  themselves  to  pay  to  the  person  eSectioi 
the  policy,  such  a  proportion  or  share  of  the  joint  stoci 
and  fund  of  the  society,  as  would  become  due  on  th» 
aeath  of  the  assured  according  to  the  charter  or  bye: 
laws  of  the  society. 

The  exceptions  now  came  on  for  argument 

Mr.  Pemberton,  and  Mr.  Metcalfe^  and  Mr.  Teed^  an« 
Mr.  Bolti  in  support  of  the  charitable  gifts. 

This  case  is  governed  by  the  authorily  of  T/ie  Ar. 
tomcj/'Gefieral  v.  Giles,  which  was  before  Sir  C  C 
Pepi/s  M.  R.  in  1835.  There,  ludia  slock  had  l)eei 
given  to  a  charity,  and  it  was  contended,  that  becaus* 
the  company  held  real  estate,  the  gift  to  the  charity 
was  void  under  the  Mortmain  Act,  but  the  Master  oi 
the  Rolls  decided  otherwise;  he  considered  the  rem 
estate  held  merely  for  trading  purposes.  ITie  principl 
established  by  this  decision  was,  that  stock  in  a  publi  - 
company  is  not  subject  to  the  operation  of  the  Mortmain 
Act,  although  a  part  of  the  property  used  for  the  pur- 
poses of  trade  consists  of  realty.  And  so  it  was  held  im 
Bligh  V,  Breni  {a\  where  a  question  arose  as  to  shares 
in  the  Chelsea  Water  Works  Company,   it  was  hel» 

tb^ 


(fl)  S  You.  4-  C.  268. 
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til  at  real  estate  belonging  to  a  trading  company  was 
personal  property,  and  would  pass  by  a  will  not  executed 
'iwi^li  the  formalities  then  required  for  devising  real 
^^Cate.  The  policies  are  merely  personal  obligations  to 
pajr  certain  sums  in  a  given  event;  Andrews  \.  EUi- 
sc^n  (a) ;  and  it  is  quite  immaterial  out  of  what  fund 
t;hej  may  ultimately  be  paid.  They  create  no  specific 
Iier&  on  any  property,  and  give  the  assured  no  right  to 
init<^rfere  with  the  property  of  the  assurer. 
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Xn  Gumey  v.  Eaxdins  (b)  it  was  held  that  monies  due 
01:1  a  policy  were  bona  notabilia  where  the  insured  died 
And  the  policy  was,  and  not  where  the  stock  and  fund 
otii^  of  which  it  was  payable  was  situate.  Lord  Abinger 
^here  observed:  **  the  defendants  are  liable  in  their  own 
persons.  The  policy  does  not  give  any  right  against 
^he   fund  itself." 


Ilie  covenant  to  the  extent  of  assets  of  a  company  is 
^*liilar  to  the  limited  covenant  of  an  individual;  it  re- 
•^O^blcs  the  liability  of  an  executor  to  pay  to  the  ex- 
^^*it;  of  assets,  and  it  gives  no  Hen  on  the  property. 
-^ll  debts  are  now  payable  out  of  the  real  estate  of  a 
^es^ator,  and  no  part  of  the  assets  of  a  testator  which 
^^^*isist  of  debts,  can  (according  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
^^ti«r  side)  be  given  to  charity. 

It  is  true  that  in  Hovcse  v.  Chapman  (c)  bonds  given 

^y    commissioners  for  improving  the  city  of  Bath  were 

^^1<3  to  be  within  the  statute ;  but  as  the  Master  of  the 

**oll8,  in   The  Attorney-General  v.  Giles  observed,  it 

^^^«s  not  appear  from  the  report  on  what  grounds  that 

^^cision  was  made,  nor  on  what  estates  the  bonds  were 

^cured. 

The 

(a)  6  Moore,  199.  (c)  4  Fes,  542. 

(b)  2  Mee.  *  W.  S7. 
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The  inconvenience  of  apportioning  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estates  of  an  insurance  company,  for  the  purpose 
of  awarding  to  a  charity  the  proportion  of  the  legacy 
which  the  personal  estate  of  the  company  bears  to  its 
real  estate  is  too  apparent 

Mr.  Tinney  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  Wray  for  the  Attorney-General.  t 

Mr.  George  Turner  and  Mr.  Stinton^  contra^  for  th» 
next  of  kin. 

The  Court  cannot  be  governed  by  the  consideratioa 
of  convenience ;  if  it  could,  the  inconvenience  of  repeal . 
ing  a  statute,  and  the  very  numerous  decisions  upon  ill 
would  be  a  very  forcible  reason  for  adopting  the  cooi 
struction  contended  for  by  the  next  of  kin.  The  stn 
tute  (a),  which  was  passed  for  the  purpose  of  preventio| 
"the  disherison  of  the  lawful  heirs,"  enacts  that  n- 
lands  &c.  shall  be  given  &c.,  "  or  any  ways  charged  oa 
incumbered  "  for  any  charitable  uses  whatsoever.  Thi 
statute,  therefore,  in  its  terms,  strictly  prohibits  tlu 
charging  of  real  estate  for  charitable  uses. 

The  decisions  shew  the  inclination  of  the  Courts  U 
carry  out  the  intention  of  the  act  to  its  very  letter,  i 
order  to  prevent  the  disherison  of  the  heirs.  Thus,  i 
has  been  held,  that  the  benefit  of  a  grant  from  th 
Crown  to  lay  down  chains  in  the  Thames  for  moorioi 
ships  is  an  interest  in  land  and  within  the  statute 
Negus  V.  Coulter,  (b)  So  also  a  mortgage  of  tumpik. 
tolls ;  Knapp  v.  Williams  (c) ;  the  bonds  of  commissioner 
for  the  improvement  of  the  city  of  Bath ;   Haxse  ^ 

Chapnui' 

(a)  9  G.  2.  c.  36.  (c)  A\res.  450.  D. 

{b)  Amb,  367. 
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CHapman{a);  and  money] secured  on  the  poor-rates; 
Finei  v.  Squire,  {b)  Again,  where  a  testator  who  hais 
giTen  his  personal  estate  to  charitable  uses,  contracts  to 
sell  real  estate,  but  the  sale  is  not  completed  in  his  life- 
time^ his  lien  upon  the  estate  for  the  amount  of  the 
porchase-money  is  an  interest  in  land  within  the  statute 
of  mortmain,  and  the  purchase-money  will  not  pass  by 
his  will  to  a  charity ;  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  (c)  So  a 
judgment  debt  due  to  a  testator,  and  which  was  paid 
out  of  the  real  estate  of  the  debtor,  was  held  to  be  in- 
capable of  passing  to  a  charitable  use  under  the  statute ; 
CdBinson  v.  Paier.  {d) 

The  question  is  not,  as  stated  by  the  other  side,  whe- 
ther there  is  a  lien  on  land,  or  a  right  to  take  possession 
of  it  in  satisfaction,  this  objection  would  be  answered  by 
the  cases  of  Negus  v.  Coulter,  where  the  right  was  to 
lay  chfiins,  and  Knapp  v,  Williams^  where  the  security 
was  on  the  tolls  and  not  on  the  gates,  and  Howse  v. 
dapman  and  Finch  t.  Squire,  in  which  no  such  lien  or 
right  existed.  If  it  were  a  question  of  lien,  the  policies, 
in  some  of  these  cases,  create  a  lien  on  the  property  of 
the  companies.  Again,  it  does  not  depend  on  there 
being  a  personal  liability  by  covenant  or  otherwise;  the 
instance  of  a  mortgage  debt  is  an  answer  to  that  argu- 
ment. 


1842. 


In  The  King  y.  Bates  (e)  parish  bonds,  secured  "  upon 
the  credit  of  the  rates  or  assessments  "  under  paving  acts 
of  the  parish  of  Marylebone,  were  held  to  be  not  mere 
chattel  interests,  but  charges  on  the  owners  of  the  houses 
in  respect  of  the  houses. 


The 


(a)  4  Vcs,  542. 
(5)  10  Ves.  41. 
(e)  1   Btas.  4*  M.  71.^  and 
Tamlyn,  S79. 
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March 

V, 

The 

AtTORNBY- 

Oenbral. 


The  Attorney-General -v.  Giles  was  decided  on  this 
the  Court  considered  that,  under  the  East  India  Coi 
pany  acts,  there  was  a  mere  right  to  receive  and  an  ol 
ligation  to  pay  interest  in  respect  of  trading  profits 
exceeding  10^  per  cent.,  and  that  the  real  estate,  so 
as  it  was  situate  in  England^  was  held  merely  for  trading 
purposes. 


The  charge  cannot  be  apportioned  in  favour  of  th 
charity ;  Hobson  v.  BlacJcbum{a)  and  Finch  v.  Squire  {b] 
in  which  Sir  William  Grants  referring  to  the  fact  of 
poor  and  county  rates  being  payable  out  of  both 
and  personal  property,  says,  ^<  As  to  that  part  of 
poor  rates  that  is  raised  out  of  the  personal  property, 
cannot  be  distinguished.  I  cannot  divide  and  apporti( 
the  security ;  that  so  much  is  to  be  imputed  to  the  pi 
duce  of  land,  and  so  much  is  from  personal  property, 
must  take  the  whole.  They  are  so  blended  that  it 
impossible  to  distinguish  them.  If  the  consequence 
their  [the  Christian  Knowledge  Society]  holding 
security  would  be  that  something  real  would  go  to 
charity,  it  must  fail  altogether.** 


The  case  differs  from  Waite  v.  Webb,  (c) 
Mr.  Teed  in  reply. 


Jultf  22.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  the  various  forms  stated,  the  mixed  funds  or  st 
of  the  societies  or  companies  are  referred  to  as  the  fi 
out  of  which  the  grantors  of  the  policies  are  to  mak' 
payments.     "  The  grantors  will  pay  out  of  the  fr 


(fl)  1  Keen,  275. 
''-  44. 


(r)  eMad.lU 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


441 


**  the  funds  shall  be  liable,"  or  "  a  share  of  the  funds 
shall  be  paid/'  are  the  different  forms  of  expression 
used ;  the  seeming  intent  being,  to  relieve,  if  practicable, 
those  who  execute  the  policies  from  personal  liabilities, 
and  to  hold  out  to  the  grantees  the  notion  of  security 
for  the  payment  of  the  sums  of  money  payable  on  the 
policies.  The  question  is,  whether,  under  such  circum- 
stances, the  sums  secured  are  pure  personal  estate  or 
personal  estate  connected  with  land. 


1842. 


The  grantees  of  the  policies  contract  for  a  sum  of 

money  to  be  paid  on  a  future  event.     Whatever  may 

be  the  property  possessed  by  the  grantors,  the  grantees 

have  not,  by  their  contract,  any  immediate  control  over  it 

or  lien  upon  it     The  grantors  or  their  trustees  continue 

to  have  the  entire  control  or  management  over  the  whole 

fund ;  the  real  estate  or  chattels  real  may  be  sold  and 

converted  into  pure  personalty,  and  the  pure  personalty 

^>>Hy  be  converted  into  chattels  real.     This  state  of 

™U]gs  may  continue,  not  only  during  the  contingency 

upon  which  payment  depends,  but  afler  the  contingency 

has  determined;  for  the  grantee  acquires  no  speciBc 

hen  after  the  payment  has  become  due.     Even  in  de- 

*^ult  of  payment  when  due,  the  grantee  cannot,  by  rea- 

^on   of  such   default  only,  resort  immediately  and  at 

^^ce  to  land  or  chattels  real,  but  must  resort  to  legal 

P'^ocess  which  will  not  affect  the  land  possessed  by  the 

office  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  although  it  may,  in  its 

^<^al  result,  affect  such  land  as  the  office  may  have  at 

^*^^  time  when  the  process  is  executed.     Ordinarily,  the 

S^^^tee  has  nothing  but  a  right  of  action  from  the  date 

^^  the  contract  until  actual  payment ;  and  although  I 

^^'^ceive  it  to  be  possible  for  circumstances  to  arise^  in 

^hich,  from  the  state  of  the  funds,  the  claims  upon  it, 

^*^^  the  misconduct  of  trustees  and  directors,  the  Court 

^^Id  take  possession  of  the  property,  and  apply  it  for 

the 
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the  benefit  of  all  persons  having  claims  upon  it,  yet 
conceive  that  the  bare  possibility  of  such  interference 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Mortmain  Act,  does  not  con 
nect  a  sum  of  money  payable  on  a  policy  of  insurant 
with  the  quality  of  the  property  which  may  be  held  b 
the  grantors. 


The  cases  which  have  been  decided,  have  gone  a  grei 
length  in  bringing  money  held  on  securities  which  aSa 
real  estate  within  the  meaning  of  the  Mortmain  Act 
but  non^  of  them  go  so  far  as  is  attempted  in  this  casi 
Where  there  is  a  right  to  have  turnpike  tolls,  or  poo 
rates,  or  county  rates  specifically  applied  in  payment  c 
a  mortgage,  the  money  so  secured  has  been  held  withi 
the  Mortmain  Act.  There  are  other  cases  which  hat 
scarcely  met  with  approbation ;  but  this  case  does  nc 
appear  to  come  within  the  act,  or  within  any  of  the  dc 
cided  authorities ;  and  it  seems,  that  if  the  money  se 
cui^  by  a  policy  of  assurance  is  to  be  deemed  to  b 
connected  with  land  so  as  to  be  brought  within  the  StB 
tute  of  Mortmain,  there  would  be  no  reason  why  di 
same  consequence  should  not  attach  upon  any  deb: 
owing  by  any  person  who  has  real  estate  or  chattel 
real ;  for  though  the  right  of  action  imports  only  pur 
personalty,  yet  the  result  of  an  action  may  be  to  obtai: 
payment  out  of  the  land  or  chattels  real. 


On  the  whole  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  sums  secura 
by  the  policies  are  not  within  the  act,  and  that  the  ex 
ceptions  must  be  allowed. 
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LANGLEY  v.  FISHER.  Feb.  22. 24. 

nnHE  object  of  this  bill  was  to  recover  an  estate,  one  A  husband 

-*-    seventh  part  of  the  produce  of  which,  after  paying  e^g^^j^^j 

certain  charges,  had  been  bequeathed  in  trust  for  the  witness  against 

separate  use  of  Frances  the  wife  of  Neast  Grevile  Pri-  llllt^ecthig 

deaux.    The  remainder  belonged  to  other  Defendants  ^er  separate 
^     ^1  estate,  al- 

to tbe  cause.  though  ^^^^ 

are  other  De- 
Mrs.  Prideaux  answered  separately  from  her  husband,  respect  of 

who  put  in  an  answer  and  disclaimer.  ^^®!5  ^  ® 

^  would  be  com- 

petent. 

The  bill  contained  allegations  of  fraud  and  collusion  mode^ot'^^^'^ 
as  against  Mr.  Prideatix.  taking  the 

objection  is 
by  demurring 

The  cause  being  at  issue,  the  Plaintiff  sought  to  ex-  '^  ^^^  interro- 

amine  the  Defendant  Mr.  Prideaux  as  a  witness  in  sup-      The  costs 

port  of  his  case;  but  beinir  produced  as  a  witness  before  ®^  *  demurrer 
^  '  o  r  Qf  3  witness 

the  examiner,  he  demurred,  and  for  cause  of  demurrer  follow  the 
said  "that  he  was  the  husband  of  Frances  Prideaux,  ^ryj^J'"**' 
one  of  the  Defendants  in  this  cause,  and  he  therefore  murrers. 
submitted  to  the  Court,  whether,  having  regard  to  the 
issae  joined  in  this  suit  and  to  which  these  interroga- 
tories related,  he  ought  to  make  any  answer  thereto." 

The  demurrer  now  came  on  for  argument 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Phillips,  in  support  of  the 
lemurrer. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  founded  on  public  policy  and  to 
preserve  the  peace  of  families,  to  exclude  the  evidence 
of  husband  and  wife  against  each  other ;  Davis  v.  Din- 
woody 
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184S.  woody  {a) ;  Vowles  v.  Young  (J) ;  Batron  v.  GfiUard*  (ca 
The  rule  applies  notwithstanding  there  are  othes 
parties  besides  the  husband  or  wife  interested  in  tb  i 
proceedings,  if  the  interest  of  the  latter  is  to  be  affected 
by  the  evidence.  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  agaii 
two  prisoners  for  burglary,  in  which  each  of  them 
up  the  defence  of  a  distinct  alibi^  it  was  proposed,  on  th« 
part  of  one  of  the  prisoners,  in  proof  of  his  alibij  to  cal 
the  wife  of  the  other  prisoner ;  but  her  evidence  wa 
rejected,  on  the  ground  of  tending  to  shew  that  the  wit 
ness  for  the  prosecution  was  mistaken  as  to  one  of  th 
prisoners,  which  would  weaken  the  effect  of  that  wit 
ness's  testimony  as  to  the  other  prisoner  her  husbani 
It  was  then  decided  by  a  majority  of  the  Judges  tbi 
the  witness  had  been  properly  rejected;  Rexy.Smth.{i 

Mr,  Pemberlon  and  Mr.  RomiUyj  contra. 

The  form  in  which  this  objection  is  taken  is  wrouj 
The  objection  is  one  which  goes  only  to  the  receptioi 
of  the  evidence,  and  ought  to  be  raised  at  the  heariii 
A  witness  has  no  right  to  judge  of  the  admissibility  o 
effect  of  his  evidence ;  and  there  is  no  instance  in  whici 
the  objection  has  been  taken  by  demurrer,  except  wher 
the  party  by  giving  evidence  would  commit  a  breach 
duty,  as  in  the  case  of  a  solicitor,  as  in  Parkkurst 
Tjcmten.  {e)  Again,  the  rule  does  not  apply  where  thii 
parties  are  interested ;  for  the  evidence  may  be  receivi 
as  to  the  other  Defendants  to  the  suit,  and  rejected 
against  the  wife  of  the  witness.  The  Plaintiff  might 
at  the  hearing,  waive  relief  against  Mrs.  PrideauXf  ani 
then  he  would  be  entitled  to  use  her  husband's  evi 
dence. 

Th. 

(a)  4  T,  F.  678.  (d)  Moody,  289. 

(6)  13  Vet.  144«  \e)  3  S^iiMm.  194. 

(c)  3  F.  ^  B.  165.    And  see 
CartwrigtU  v.  Green,  8  Vet.  405. 
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The  rules  of  equity  are  different  from  those  at  law:  184S. 
Lilies  to  a  suit  who  could  not  be  examined  at  law  are 
instantly  examined  in  equity,  and  also  in  issues  di- 
ar^^^:ted  by  this  Court.  This,  being  a  case  of  fraud, 
^w^»ild  form  an  exception  to  the  rule,  and  such  excep- 
'Kmons  are  numerous,  (a) 

If  this  objection  were  to  prevail,  then  in  a  case  in 

^^Mrl^ich  the  husband  is  an  important  witness,  it  is  only 

v^^cxssary  to  assign  to  his  wife  an  interest  in  the  sub- 

jcs^t  of  the  suit  in  order  effectually  to  exclude  his  tes- 

ftJiVKiony. 

^b.  Kindersley,  in  reply,' referred  to  Pedleyy.  WeU 
^£y  (&)  and  Mulgrave  v.  Lord  Dunbar  (c),  which  was 
of  a  demurrer  of  a  witness  to  defamatory  matters. 


n%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

"The  bill  in  this  case  charges  several  facts,  but  prays 
^^c>  relief  against  Mr.  PrideauXf  and  he  has  put  in  an 
^XBswer  whereby  he  disclaims  all  interest.  It  being 
X>«-<^posed  to  examine  him  as  a  witness,  he  has  put  in 
^  <}emurrer  to  the  interrogatories,  <^  and  for  cause 
^^^  demurrer  says  that  he  is  the  husband  of  Frances 
-^^^^^deauxj  one  of  the  Defendants  in  the  cause,  and  he 
^'*^»cfore  submits  to  the  Court  whether,  having  regard 
^^^  "the  issue  joined  in  the  suit,  and  to  which  these  inter- 
^^^^^^9L\xkve»  relate,  he  ought  to  make  any  answer  thereto.** 

^ow  the  issue  in  the  cause  is  one  which  clearly  affects 

^^^  interest  of  the  wife ;  for  the  object  of  the  bill  is  to 

Miifc vc  it  declared  that  a  certain  fine  levied  of  the  estate, 

^Tid  which  now  enures  to  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and 

other 

(a)  1  PMU.  Ev.  169.  (e)  S  Swamt.  198.  n. 

(A)  S  Orr.  4>  P.  558. 


i 
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184S.        other  Defendants,  may  be  decreed  to  enure  to 
use  or  the  Plaintiff.     The  effect,  and  object  of  the  bill 
therefore  to  deprive  the  wife  of  the  interest  which 
now  claims  in  the  property  in  question.     The  qi 
in  the  cause  therefore  being,  whether  she  is  to  nuuni 
her  interest  or  not,  Mr.  Prideaux  submits,  that  as 
husband  of  the  person  whose  interest  is  sought  to 
taken  away  by  this  suit,  be  ought  not  to  be  examined 
a  witness. 

I  apprehend  that  the  general  rule  is  subject  to 
doubt,  and  that  a  husband  and  wife  cannot  be 
for  or  against  each  other.     It  is  not  founded  on 
terest,  but  on  public  policy.     The  same  public 
sanctions  many  exceptions,  but  I  do  not  find  this 
case  contained  amongst  the  cases  of  exception  to 
general  rule. 

It  is  said  this  is  not  the  form  in  which  the  objectic=^^ 
can  be  taken ;  but  how  does  that  stand  ?     The  que 
tion  in  the  suit  being,  whether  the  wife  shall  mainta — 
her  interest  against  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff,  there  is 
direct  point  in  issue  between  her  and  the  Plaintiff, 
witness  says,  I  am  her  husband,  and  ought  not  to 
examined.     In  the  same  way,  in  the  case  of  an  attomes 
he  says,  I  stand  in  a  privileged  relation,  and  I  oug 
not  to  be  examined.     The  cases  seem  analogous ;  an 
though  no  direct  authority  has  been  produced,  my 
pression  is,  that  the  husband  cannot  be  examined, 
will  mention  the  case  again. 


Fd},  24.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  looked  over  the  authorities,  and,   though 
have  not  found  any  in  which  the  present  point  has  bee,  ^^^^ 

raise^^^-^^ 
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'■'^ised,  yet  I  confess  I  do  not  see  why  I  am  not  to  apply        184S. 
^e  principle  of  the  other  cases  to  the  present 

2t  appears  to  me,  that  the  general  rulei  with  some  ex- 
ceptions, (among  which  this  case  is  not  to  be  found  in- 
luded),  18  that  a  husband  and  wife  cannot  be  exammed 
or  or  against  each  other ;  the  consequence  of  which  is, 
iM^kt  if  this  examination  had  taken  place,  the  evidence 
ould  not  have  been  received.  If  so,  it 'seems  the  most 
e^alar  and  proper  course  to  take  the  objection  in  the 
irst  instance. 

Cenerally  speaking,  a  witness  has  no  business  to  con- 
^exrn  himself  with  the  merits  of  the  case  in  which  he  is 
^3.1  led  on  to  give  evidence,  or  whether,  when  given,  it 
^ill  be  material  to  the  cause;  but  here  the  witness  is  a 
^ftirty  to  the  cause,  and  he  knows  that  the  evidence 
^l^ich  he  is  called  on  to  give  affects  the  interest  of  his 

X  think  he  is  right  in  his  objection,  and  right  in  the 
orxn  in  which  the  matter  has  been  brought  forward. 
-  xxinst  allow  the  demurrer,  (a) 

The  costs  follow  the  rule  of  ordinary  demurrers,  {b) 

Ca)  See  Gregg  v.  Tajflar,  5      Sawyer  v.  Birckmore^  5  iify/.  4* 
Rm;m.  19.  K,  572. 

C^)  See  Ordmct  Can.  n.,  and 
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1842. 


Non.  5,  8,  9. 
Dec.  17. 


NOKES  V.  WARTON. 


A  bill  of  costs,  nnHIS  Mras  a  petition  presented  by  the  Plaintiff,  Jc 
Taid'SteJw.  ffWgfA^lVbii^,  for  the  taxation  of  his  late  solicit 

bill  of  costs.    The  application  was  resisted  on  the  grouni 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Teed  in  support  of  the 
tition. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Jenkins^  contra. 


M 


Daid  after  ex--     —     rwri^ru  lyoKcs^  lor  me  laxauon  oi  nis  laie  solicitoi 
aminadoiiy 

and  an  at»te-   ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^'^^  investigation,  been  settled  and  paid, 
ment  made  by 

the  solicitor,  mi        .  «•  n  i   .       i      •    » 

referred  for  The  circumstances  are  fully  stated  in  the  judgOK 

taxationunder  of  the  Court, 
thecircum-  v^wuiu 

stances,  but 
on  the  terms 
of  the  client 
admitting  the 
cash  payments 
contained  in 
the  settled 
account. 

A  solicitor 
delivered  his  bill  of  costs.      His  client  had  time  to  examine  it,  and  obtaii 
professional  advice  and  assistance  respecting  it.      Objections  were  made  to 
Items,  and  after  discussion  the  client  obtained  a  considerable  deduction. 
settled  the  account,  admitted  the  balance,  obtained  the  vouchers,  and  afterwar 
paid  the  amount  admitted  to  be  due.  The  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  contini 
after  the  payment.    The  Court  directed  a  taxation  of  the  bill,  notwithstanding 
settlement,  thinking  that  the  client  was,  **to  an  alarming  extent/'  in  the  power  of  tl 
solicitor: — that  the  bill,  which  contained  general  items  to  a  very  considerable  amou 
under  the  terms,  "  numerous  attendances"  and  "  innumerable  attendances,"  w 
not  sufficiently  explanatory : — that  the  bolicitor  did  not  do  all,  which  under  the  c 
cumstances  he  ought  to  nave  done,  to  facilitate  to  the  client  the  exercise  of  h 
right  to  a  full  statement  of  the  particulars  of  the  charge  and  to  the  proper  invi 
ligation  of  each  particular  item :  and  "  that  the  parties  were  on  terms  so  une(|ual 
to  make  it  difficult  to  make  any  bargain  which  could  be  binding  upon  the  dient 
the  absence  of  other  assistance." 

Where  accounts  and  bills  of  costs  of  a  solicitor  are  delivered  a  sufficient 
before  the  settlement  to  allow  the  client  to  examine  them,  and  obtain  advice 
assistance  respecting  them,  and  the  opportunity  is  taken  advantage  of,  and  the  bil 
being  examined,  objections  are  taken,  upon  discussion  of  which  an  allowance 
made,  a  settlement  come  to,  and  the  balance  paid,  primH  facie,  a  taxation  is  | 
eluded;  but  if,  under  the  above  circumstances,  the  client  is  in  the  power  or  at 
mercy  of  the  solicitor,  if  the  bills  delivered  be  not  sufficiently  explanatory,  if 
client,  though  having  time  to  examine  the  bills  has  not  been  able  to  obtain,  or 
not  been  allowed  to  employ  the  most  effective  means  of  examination,  if  it  appc 
that  the  solicitor  in  whose  power  the  client  is,  is  driving  a  bargain  with  hun 
unequal  terms,  and  that  the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  and  the  power  of  i 
solicitor  continues,  then  all  the  circumstances  above  referred  to  as  tending 
establish  the  settlement  may  be  unavailing. 
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Crossley  v.  Parker  (a),  Horlock  v.  Sit/M  (J),  and  Massie      _  ©. 
V.  Z)ra£^  (c)  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


Wabton. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  -Z>fc.  17. 

The  petitioner  in  this  case,  having  for  some  time 
employed  the  respondents  as  his  solicitors  and  agents, 
by  his  petition  prays,  that  it  may  be  referred  to  the 
Master  to  tax  their  bills  of  costs  in  all  the  matters  in 
which  they  have  been  employed,  and  to  take  an  account 
of  all  monies  received  by  them  on  account  of  the  pe* 
titioner,  and  of  the  application  thereof,  the  petitioner 
offering  to  pay  what,  if  any  thing,  shall  appear  to  be 
due  on  the  taxation  and  account.  The  respondents 
allege,  that  their  bills  of  costs  have,  with  a  very  trifling 
exception,  been  settled  and  paid,  and  they  insist  that 
the  petitioner  is  not  now  entitled  to  have  them  taxed. 

The  petitioner  appears  to  have  been  a  person  en-  * 
gaged  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  land  on  speculation, 
borrowing  money  to  complete  his  purchases,  and  ex- 
pecting by  resales  to  repay  the  sums  borrowed,  and 
realize  a  profit  for  himself.  In  the  year  1838  he  had 
agreed  to  buy  the  White  Knighfs  estate,  and  wanting 
money  to  enable  him  to  complete  his  purchase,  he  be- 
came acquainted  with  the  respondents,  the  solicitors  of 
Mr.  Beardmore,  who  agreed  to  advance  the  money,  and 
on  the  decease  of  Mr.  Raphael^  the  former  solicitor  of 

the 

(a)  1  Jac.  4-  W.  460.  (c)  4  Beavan,  453. 

(h)  S  MifL  4*  Cr.  495. 

VOL.V.  Hh 
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Wabton. 


the  petitioner,  the  respondents  became  and  acted  as  1 
solicitors. 

In  the  year  18S99  the  petitioner  contracted  to  bt 
Pope^s  Villa  at  Thncken/iamj  and  the  respondents  we 
as  his  solicitors  in  that  matter,  employed  to  do  what  \ 
required  in  completing  the  purchase,  and  employed 
borrow  money  for  that  purpose,  and  to  prepare  for  t 

re-sales  which  were  intended.     In  various  other  matte rss, 

the  respondents  appear  to  have  been  employed  by  I        he 
petitioner  as  his  solicitors  and  agents,  and  to  have  ^crre- 


ceived  and  paid  several  sums  of  money  on  his  acoonr^ 
till  early  in  the  year  1 842,  when  they  ceased  to  act 
him. 


-nt, 


During  the  whole  time  of  the  employment  of 
respondents,^the  petitioner  appears  to  have  been  in  , 
want  of  money  for  his  speculations,  and  to  have 
thereby  reduced  to  very  considerable  difficulty.     1      T>e 
respondents  not  only  induced  their  client,  Mr.  Beof^  "* 
more^  to  advance  the  petitioner  21,000/.  in  Decemi^S^ 
1838,  but  also  a  further  sum  of  2,000/.  in  May  18^3^> 
and  a  further  sum  of  3,140/.  to  pay  off  Mr.  Cholmer^^/i 
who  had  threatened  execution  on  a  judgment  which      ^^ 
held  for  that  sum.     These  several  sums  were  char^^ 
on  the  White  Knighfs  estate,  and  amounted  to  the  wh^c^Ie 
purchase][money  which  the  petitioner  had  agreed  to  f^-^y 
for  it;  the  petitioner  was  not  only  without  means       ^^ 
raising  the  money  which  was  required  for  the  purpc:^'® 
of  completing  the  purchase  of  that  estate,  but  was  'S-^' 
volved  in  considerable  difficulty  in  the  other  speculate  ^>" 
as  to  Pope^s  Villa^  and  in  other  matters;  and  in  cJ^® 
course  of  the  transactions,  considerable  sums  of  moim  ^1 
became  due  from  the  petitioner  to  the  respondents  p^^' 
sonally,  for  business  done  and  for  monies  advanc^^' 
On  the  9th  oi  April  1840  the  respondents,  as  the  ^"^ 
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i<:itors  of  Mr.  Beardmore^  gave  notice  to  the  petitioner,        1642. 
b^Lt  Mr.  Beardmore  required  the  petitioner  to  pay  off 
b^  ram  of  26,140/.,  then  due  to  him  on  mortgage  of 
he  WkUe  Knigkfs  estate,  on  or  before  the  ISth  of  July 
ben  next. 

XJnder  these  circumstances,  Mr.  Beardmore  must  have 
^een  anxious  about  his  money,  and  the  adoption  of  any 
Lawful  means  in  his  power  to  obtain  payment  was  rea*- 
sonably  to  be  expected ;  but,  having  regard  to  the  facts 
stated  in  the  affidavits  filed  on  behalf  of  the  respondents, 
X  think  that  they  must  have  known  that  the  petitioner 
coald  not  comply  with  the  notice  which  they  sent  to 
him.    The  notice  appears  to  me  to  have  been  well  cal- 
culated to  suggest  to  the  petitioner  (if  any  suggestion 
Was  necessary)  that  he  was  dependent  upon  and  in  the 
power  of  Mr.  Beardmore  and  the  respondents  as  his 
sc^idtors,  and  that  he  must  be  indebted  for  any  re- 
tOaining  hope  of  making  a  profit  by  his  White  Knighfs 
specalation  to  their  favour  or  forbearance.     It  does  not 
Nearly  appear  from  the  affidavits,  at  whose  instance  or 
On  what  particular  day,  the  respondents  sent  their  ac- 
<2oimt  current  and  bills  of  costs  to  the  petitioner.    They 
appear  to  have  been  delivered  about  July  1 840.     During 
some  part  of  the  transactions  to  which  the  bills  relate, 
the  petitioner's  father  had  acted  in  the  name  and  on  the 
bdnlf  of  the  petitioner  as  his  agent,  in  a  manner  of 
winch  the  respondents  might  have  just  reason  to  com- 
plain, if  they  had  not  continued  to  act  for  the  petitioner 
«^fter  the  facts  were  known.     But  the  petitioner's  father, 
lacing  his  agent  and  so  identified  with  him,  that  for  a 
^>ine  he  seems  to  have  personated  him  with  his  autho- 
ri^>  ^as,  when  the  bills  and  account  were  delivered,  a 
pnsoner  in  the  Fleet  Prison^  the  place  where  the  dis- 
cosrioitt  leading  to  the  settlement  in  question  took  place. 

Hh  2  The 
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1842.  The  petitioner  was  not  induced  to  acquiesce  in  ^^..^H 

account  and  bills  by  any  confidence  which  he  placed 
the  respondents.     He  might  be  under  the  influence:^ 
some  fear,  but  confidence  in  the  statements  of  the  z^^c*^ 
spondents  he  had  not,  and  instead  of  acquiescing  in  ^^^'K 
account  and  bills,  he  appears  to  have  examined  tb^^^^i 
with  all  the  attention  in  his  power.     He  had  an  int~  tm^t 
leaved  copy  made  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  PkT^^ 
and  Mr.  Brcwning.     Mr.  Pirie  is  described  as  hav  S^xag 
been  a  solicitor,  and  afterwards  a  barrister,  who 
not  practised  for  a  considerable  time.     'M.T.Braam^i 
who  says  that  he  was  brought  up  to  the  law,  wa^     a 
prisoner  in  the  Fleet  with  the  petitioner's  father,  si^aad 
these  persons  appear  to  have  made  many  observati«>ns 
on  the  bills  of  costs,  and  the  several  items  therein,  ^^nd 
to  have  represented  to  the  petitioner  that  the  bills  Cft^x^ 
tained  many  gross  overcharges.     Mr.  Browning  ref^w^ 
sented  the  bills  of  costs  to  be  founded  in  fraud. 

The  petitioner  was  therefore  put  upon  his  guard ;  ^tx^d 
tliis  circumstance  must  be  taken  into  consideration^  i^ 
connection  with  the  other  circumstances,  tending  ^ 
shew  the  power  which  the  respondents  might  have  ex- 
ercised over  him.  The  petitioner  says,  that  being  su^' 
prised  at  the  amount  of  the  charges,  he  expressed  bis 
desire  to  refer  them  to  some  solicitor  or  other  person 
capable  of  advising  him  as  to  the  propriety  thereof,  ^?^b^ 
should  meet  and  confer  with  the  respondents,  relati^* 
thereto,  but  that  the  respondents  absolutely  declined  <^^ 
refused  to  meet  any  such  person  at  the  setdement  ^^ 
the  accounts.  This  allegation  is  not  met  in  the  '^^^ 
that  might  have  been  expected,  if  the  respondents  1^* 
really  been  willing  to  submit  to  the  exercise  of  the  P^' 
titioner's  right  to  have  their  bills  and  accounts  fi^**? 
examined  by  a  competent  person.     Pirie  and  Brawr^^^^ 
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3  referred  to  as  having  advised  the  petitioner,  and  the        1842. 
*U8al  to  meet  a  solicitor  is  not  noticed* 

The  meetings  respecting  the  accounts  and  bills  were 
Id  in  the  Fleet  prison,  in  the  room  of  Mr.  William 
ikes.  On  the  4th  of  Angu^,  the  items  of  the  ac- 
ont  current,  with  the  exception  of  those  which  con- 
ied  of  the  amounts  of  bills  of  costs,  appear  to  have 
en  carefully  considered  and  compared  with  the  vouchers 
sn  produced,  and  the  bills  of  costs  underwent  some 
Bcussion  in  the  presence  of  Pirie.  An  adjourned 
meting  was  appointed  for  the  10th  o(  August ;  on  that 
y  no  discussion  appears  to  have  taken  place,  but  soon 
lerwards,  the  petitioner  gave  to  one  of  the  respond- 
ts  his  interleaved  copy  of  the  bills  of  costs,  with  the 
ejections  and  observations,  and  the  25th  of  August  was 
^pointed  for  another  meeting.  A  meeting  was  accord- 
gly  held  in  the  Fleet  prison  on  that  25th  of  August. 
is  admitted  that  the  petitioner  and  his  father  were 
esent  on  the  one  side,  and  the  respondents  and  Mr. 
evenson  their  clerk  on  the  other  side ;  but  it  is  disputed 
bether  Pine  was  present.  The  respondents  and 
iT.  Stevenson  say  that  he  was,  whilst  Pirie  swears 
at  he  wished  to  be  present,  and  was  excluded ;  and 
rmming  says  that  Pirie  was  in  his  room  whilst  the 
Us  were  under  examination  in  the  room  of  William 
oiesj  and,  consequently,  could  not  be  present  at  the 
He  alleged.  The  respondents  and  Stevenson  admit, 
at  on  one  occasion  when  the  accounts  were  under 
Bcnssion,  Pirie  had  been  excluded  from  the  room. 
It  state,  that  the  occasion  occurred  before  the  25th  of 
i^gKs^,  and  that  on  such  previous  occasion  Pirie  was 
^t  ont,  in  consequence  of  his  intemperance.  This  cir- 
inistance  tends  to  shew  that  Pirief  even  if  he  had  been 
i^sent,  could  not  have  been  an  effectual  protection  to 
^^  petitioner;  and  whether  he  was  in  fact  present  on  the 
Hk  S  25th 
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iSth  of  Augustf  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  of  so  mmm^ 
importance  as  at  first  sight  it  might  appear  to  be.       ^^Jb 
great  assistance  could  be  derived  from  a  person  'wlio 
came  to  a  meeting  for  business  in  a  state  of  intoxication, 
or  who  being  at  such  a  meeting  for  the  purpose  oF    wu- 
sisting  one  party,  could  be  turned  out  of  the  rooon    at 
the  will  of  the  other  party.     At  the  meeting  on     the 
occasion  of  which  Ptrie  was  turned  out,  the  bills,  iF  at 
all  discussed,  were  discussed  in  the  absence  of  the  ooly 
person  whose  assistance  the  petitioner  coold  at  tliat 
time  have. 

The  petitioner,  with  the  assistance  of  such  observ- 
ations as  had  previously  been  made  by  Pirie  and  Brofoon^ 
ingj  desired  that  deductions  should  be  made  from    the 
amount  of  the  respondent's  charges.   Taking  the  charges 
as  they  were,  and  as  they  were  brought  into  the  account 
current,  they  left  a  balance  of  631/.  155.  1^.  due  to  the 
respondents;   and  the  respondents,  who  had  had     ^^ 
opportunity  of  reading  and  examining  the  objections, 
and  who  now  admit  that  there  were  several  objectionable 
items  in  the  bills,  say,  that  after  some  discussion,  and  ^ 
private  consultation  with  Mr.  Stevenson  their  clerk,  the 
respondent  Mr.  G.  K.  P.  offered  to  take  300/.  in  mon^y 
for  the  balance.    The  petitioner  contended  for  a  furtoCf 
reduction,   and    finally,  as  Mr.  Stevenson  says,  the   if^* 
spondents  agreed  to  accept  250/.  in  full  discharge  of  tJ*^ 
balance,  thereby  making  a  deduction  of  381/,  155.  l^-« 
and  this  agreement  being  made,  the  two  memorarB^^ 
which  are  set  forth  in  the  petition  were  drawn  up    ^y 
StevensoHy  and  were  signed  by  the  petitioner.     By  c^^'^ 
memorandum,  it  was  acknowledged  that  the  accoui^^*^ 
and  bills  were  settled,  that  the  balance  was  2501^  a^^ 
that  certain  vouchers  were  delivered  up;  and  by  t  ^^^ 
other  memorandum,  the  petitioner  acknowledged  tl^-' 
he  was  indebted  to  the  respondents  in  250/.,  and 
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charge  the  same  on  the  White  Knighfs  estate.     Cer-  1842. 

n  ▼ouchers  were  delivered  up,  and  the  respondent  ^"^p^*^**^ 

r,  G.  Km  p.  thereupon  destroyed  the  interleaved  copy  v. 

the  bills  of  costs,  upon  which  the  observations  on  Barton. 
d  objections  to  the  bills  had  been  stated. 

Daring  the  preparation  for  the  settlement,  at  the  time 
the  settlement,  and  afterwards,  the  relation  of  solicitor 
i  client  continued  to  subsist  between  the  petitioner 
i  die  respondents.  Soon  after  the  settlement,  at- 
apts  were  made  to  sell  the  White  Knighfs  estate  for 
\  purpose  of  raising  money  to  pay  Mr.  Beardmore^ 
1  those  attempts  failing,  the  petitioner  released  his 
lity  of  redemption  to  Mr.  Beardmore  for  250/.,  the 
tMint  of  the  balance,  which,  on  the  accounts,  was  ad- 
bted  to  be  due  to  the  respondents,  and  which  was 
ually  applied  in  satisfying  that  balance. 

It  is  allied  on  this  petition,  that  accounts  and  bills 
tied  as  these  were,  ought  not  to  stand  or  to  be  held 
be  in  any  way  binding  on  the  petitioner ;  and  further, 
t  even  if  the  accounts  should  be  considered  as 
m&Jhcie  binding,  they  ought  to  be  opened,  in  conse- 
nee  of  the  many  and  important  errors  which  they 
itatned.  It  is  admitted  that  there  are  several  errors ; 
;  it  B  at  the  same  time  alleged  (I  think  in  respect  of 
try  error  admitted),  that  they  were  all  considered  on 
^  settlement,  and  allowed  for  in  the  881/.  \5s.  Id. 
liicted  from  the  balance.  Whether  this  was  so,  in 
t,  cannot  now  be  ascertained,  in  consequence  of  the 
pendent  Mr.  G.  K  P.  having  destroyed  the  written 
lections  and  observations  which  were  made. 

Ifif  this  case,  therefore,  we  have  the  account  and  bills 

livered  a  suiBcient  time  before  the  settlement  to  allow 

«  cSeot  to  examine  them  and  to  obtain  advice  and 

H  h  4f  assistance 
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1842.        assistance  respecting  them.     The  opportunity  was 


NOKES 


advantage  of,  and  the  bills  being  examined,  many 
V,  ^       jections  were  taken,  and  upon  the  discussion  of  tla^ 
Waeton.     objections,  the  client  obtained  an  allowance  of  no  H 

than  881/.  IBs.  Icf.,  in  respect  of  the  objections  talc.^^u 
A  memorandum  of  settlement  was  signed,  and  eB.l.so 
another  memorandum  admitting  the  balance  to  be  (MsjKe, 
and  agreeing  to  charge  it  on  the  White  Knighfs  estsL-fce, 
and  some  months  afterwards,  on  releasing  the  equity^  of 
redemption  on  that  estate,  the  petitioner  directed  ^.S^e 
consideration  money  to  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  die 
balance. 

These  circumstances,  taken  of  themselves,  constiCmjK  te 
a  strong  argument  for  the  respondents.     In  the  absexm^^e 
of  other  circumstances,  they  would  be  conclusive^  as     in 
other  cases  circumstances  of  the  like  kind,  and  even  l^^s 
cogent,  have  often  been  considered  to  be ;  but  they  ^^e 
not  conclusive,  if  attended  by  other  circumstances  yiYmi^^^ 
shew  that  a  fair  consideration  of  the  accounts  was  K^^^^f 
and  could  not  be,  had.     If  the  client  be  in  the  po"!^^*" 
or  at  the  mercy  of  the  solicitor,  if  the  bills  delivered   t^ 
not  sufficiently  explanatory,  if  the  client,  though  havi^£ 
time  to  examine  the  bills,  has  not  been  able  to  obt^^^^' 
or  has  not  been  allowed  to  employ,  the  most  effecti^* 
means  of  examination,  if  it  appears  that  the  solicitor^   ^^ 
whose  power  he  is,  is  driving  a  bargain  with  him    ^^^ 
unequal  terms,  and  that  the  relation  of  solicitor  ^X^^ 
client,  and  the  power  of  the  solicitor,  continues,  then    ^* 
the  circumstances  to  which  I  have  referred,  as  tendi*^^ 
to  establish  the  settlement,  may  be  unavailing. 

In  this  case,  I  think  that  the  petitioner  was  in  E-^^ 
power  of  the  respondents  to  a  great  and  even  an  alar*^^^ 
ing  extent.     They  themselves  personally  claimed  to     ^^« 


creditors  of  the  petitioner  to  a  considerable  amount,  a^       ^ 
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held  acceptances  for  tfae  sum  of  12002^  which  the  peti-  1842. 
tioner  was  liable  to  pay.  They  were  the  solicitors  of 
lAu  Beardmore^  a  creditor  for  not  less  than  26,1 40 Jl, 
the  whole  amount  of  the  purchase  money  for  White 
Knighfs.  Mr.  Beardmore  held  a  judgment  for  dl40/.| 
part  of  the  26,140/.  Upon  that  judgment  he  might 
have  issued  an  execution,  and  he  had  a  power  of  sale, 
the  exercise  of  which  might  effectually  disappoint  the 
petitioner's  hope  of  .profit  from  that  transaction;  and 
the  petitioner,  having  repeatedly  failed  in  the  payment 
of  interest,  and  in  his  endeavours  to  obtain  money,  by 
means  of  which  he  might  at  the  same  time  improve  the 
security  of  Mr.  Beardmore^  and  obtain  profit  for  him- 
self, had  received  from  Mr.  Beardmore^  through  the 
hands  of  the  respondents,  a  formal  notice  that  pay- 
ment of  the  whole  debt  was  required.  The  petitioner 
was  besides  engaged  in  other  transactions  of  a  com- 
plicated nature,  in  which  the  respondents  were  his 
solicitors  and  agents,  whose  active  and  skilful  assistance 
was  the  only  foundation  on  which  he  could  rest  a  hope 
for  extrication ;  and  when  we  attend  to  these  circum- 
stances, the  fact  which  appears  on  the  accounts,  that  the 
petitioner  was,  from  time  to  time,  receiving  small  ad- 
vances of  money  from  the  respondents,  I  think  that  the 
extent  to  which  he  was  in  their  power  must  be  suf- 
ficiently apparent. 

Observations  were  made  upon  the  conduct  of  the 
petitioner  in  engaging  in  such  transactions  without 
capital ;  and  I  do  not  dissent  from  them.  A  man  who 
without  capital  engages  in  transactions,  and  enters  into 
contracts,  the  conduct  and  performance  of  which  re- 
quires a  large  capital,  pui*sues  a  course  which  is  always 
imprudent  and  hazardous,  and  generally  dishonest,  be- 
cause generally  accompanied  by  misrepresentation,  ex- 
press or  implied,  to  those  with  whom  he  is  dealing^  and 

by 
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1842.        by  consequent  fraud  upon  them.      Such  conduct  is  not 
to  be  justified  or  excused ;  but  the  last  persons  who  hi?e 
a  right  to  complain  of  it  are  those,  who  knowing  the  facts, 
consent,  for  their  own  profit,  to  be  the  solicitors  and 
agents  of  the  party  engaged  in  such  business ;  and  it  can- 
not fail  to  be  observed,  that  the  very  nature  of  the  trans- 
actions, the  shifts  and  devices  which  must  be  resorted  to, 
and  the  equivocal  position  of  the  principal,  must  place 
him,  more  than  ordinary  clients,  in  the  power  of  the  soli- 
citors and  agents;  nor  can  I  think  it  improbably  diat 
solicitors  in  such  a  situation  may  be  under  some  tempt- 
ations to  obtam   more  than   usual  compensations  in 
money,  for  the  very  troublesome  and  disagreeable  basH 
ness  in  which  they  are  employed ;  but  on  this  head  I 
confine  myself  to  the  opinion,  that  the  petitioner  was 
greatly  in  the  power  of  the  respondents,  from  the  time 
when  the  bills  of  costs  were  delivered,  up  to  a  time  kwg 
subsequent  to  the  settlement  of  the  bills  of  costs. 

It  is  alleged  by  the  petitioner  and  denied  by  tbe 
respondents,  that  threats  were  used  to  induce  the  peti- 
tioner to  settle  the  accounts  as  he  did.  I  am  disposed 
to  give  credit  to  the  denial;  but  the  circumstances 
were  such  as  to  render  any  threat  unnecessary.  The 
petitioner  must  have  known  his  position,  must  have 
felt  the  power  under  which  he  was,  though  he  was  not 
wholly  subdued  by  it;  and  I  cannot  suppose  that  solici- 
tors, with  such  means  in  their  hands  as  these  respond- 
ents had,  were  not  perfectly  conscious  of  their  power,  or 
incapable  of  conveying  a  sense  of  it  to  the  petitioner 
without  actual  threats. 

I  am  further  of  opinion,  that  the  bills  delivered  were 
not  sufficiently  explanatory.  A  bill  commencing  with 
an  item  of  157/.  105.  ^^for  numerous  attendances,"  and 
which  contains  several  items  of  charge  for  particular 

attendances, 
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attsendanoes,  and  another  item  of  SlL  lOs.  for  attend-  1842. 
aooes  called  **  innoroerable,''  cannot,  I  think,  be  con- 
sidered as  a  proper  bill.  It  is  not,  I  think,  such  a 
bill  as  ifould  have  been  delivered  by  any  solicitor  to  a 
dient  desiring  to  have  the  bill  investigated,  and  in  a 
gjtoation  to  call  for  such  explanation  and  details  as  he 
^ras  entitled  to  have.  These  and  some  other  items 
which  have  occurred  to  me  in  reading  the  bills,  lead  to 
m  oonclosion,  that  the  respondents  rather  expected 
the    petitioner  to  submit  to  the  charges  as  they  were 

y/Vhh  respect  to  the  assistance  which  the  petitioner 
had^  the  fiicts  sufficiently  shew  that  Pirie  and  Browning 
were  of  considerable  use  to  him.  It  was  probably  in 
consequence  of  their  observations,  that  the  respondents 
^ere  induced  to  make  a  considerable  deduction  from 
the  balance  they  claimed;  but  the  petitioner  states 
positively  that  he  required  further  assistance,  —  a 
^(^iotor,  or  some  other  person  who  might  discuss  the 
i^tatter  with  the  respondents,  and  that  the  respondents 
i^efbised  their  consent  to  that  proposition.  Without 
^^ying  that  the  petitioner  was  entitled  to  an  acqui- 
escence in  his  proposition  as  made,  it  is  very  clear  that 
^  was  entitled  to  a  full  statement  of  the  particulars  of 
^^arge,  and  to  a  proper  investigation  of  each  particular 
^^n%  ;  and  I  think  that  the  respondents  did  not  do  all, 
^''^'iich^  under  the  circumstances,  they  ought  to  have 
**«ie,  to  facilitate  to  the  petitioner  the  exercise  of  that 

It  b  to  be  regretted  that  the  observations  and  objec- 

^^>na  of  Pirie  and  Browning  were  destroyed.     The  re- 

^Pottdental  hiid  them  in  their  possession  for  some  time ; 

•iHl  after  diey  were  thereby  apprised  that  the  bills  were 

^   ^  considerable  extent  erroneous,  it  was  peculiarly 

incumbent 
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1842.  incumbent  upon  them  to  take  care  that  their  ^du 
(particularly  a  man  involved  in  difficulties  and  grea 
in  their  power)  was  duly  protected;  and  it  was  1 
portant  for  themselves  to  take  care  that  the  settleou 
which  they  were  about  to  make,  was  subject  to  no  futi 
question.  What  they  did,  was  to  talk  over  the  itei 
in  the  Fleet  prison,  where  the  petitioner's  father  a 
agent  was  a  prisoner  —  propose  to  reduce  the  balan 
•—obtain  a  memorandum  of  settlement  prepared 
their  clerk,  and  then  destroy  the  evidence  of  the  c 
jections.  The  declaration  which  one  of  the  respondei 
is  stated  to  have  made,  that,  after  the  settlement  th< 
made,  the  bills  of  costs  could  not  be  questioned  as 
their  correctness  and  propriety,  was  ill  timed,  and, 
think,  ill  founded. 

The  first  proposal  as  to  the  balance  was  to  reduce 
to  300/.  in  money.  It  being,  as  I  conceive,  clear,  tfa 
the  petitioner  had  no  means  of  paying  300/.  in  mone 
it  is  difficult  to  regard  the  proposal  as  any  thing  but 
means  of  hinting  to  the  petitioner  the  power  und 
which  he  was  held.  The  discussion  ended  in  a  reducti< 
to  250/.  to  be  left  on  credit  and  charge.  The  petition 
was  not  so  far  subdued  as  to  be  unable  to  make  ai 
effort  for  relief;  and  he  did  obtain  a  reduction 
381/.  1.5s.  \d,j  which  is  a  very  large  sum  to  deduct  i 
such  an  occasion.  And  it  being  admitted,  as  clearly 
was,  that  a  deduction  was  to  be  made  from  the  balanc 
and  the  question  then  being  to  what  extent,  I  thii 
that  the  petitioner  and  respondents  were  on  terms  i 
unequal,  as  to  make  it  very  difficult  to  make  any  ba 
gain  which  could  be  binding  upon  the  petitioner  in  tl 
absence  of  other  assistance.  Browning  seems  to  ha^ 
given  the  petitioner  reason  to  think  that  he  was  entitle 
to  a  reduction  of  1500/.  If  the  objections  had  n< 
been   destroyed,    we   might   have  had  some  means  < 

judgiuj 
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jud^ngy  whetfaer  the  allowance  made  was  fit  to  be  con-        1842. 
sidered  as  a  fair  compromise ;  but  as  the  case  stands,  I 
ana    of  [opinion  that  the  allowance  was  made,  and  the 
account  settled,  under  circumstances  which  do  not  pre- 
clude the  petitioner  from  having  the  bills  of  costs  taxed. 

I  have  come  to  this  conclusion  with  the  less  regret, 
in  consequence  of  having  minutely  examined  the  several 
items  of  the  bills  which  are  objected  to  by  this  petition. 
There  are  several  which  require  much  more  explanation 
than  has  been  given  in  the  affidavits ;  there  are  others 
which  are  probably  unjustly  complained  of.  A  man 
engaged  in  such  speculations,  and  involved  in  such 
difficulties  as  the  petitioner  was,  is  too  apt  to  require 
things  to  be  done  promptly  at  any  cost,  rather  than 
sufier  the  delay  which  is  necessary  for  a  due  observance 
of  the  ordinary  rules  of  prudence  and  economy.  I  am 
^ot  prepared  to  say  that  he  is  in  all  cases  to  be  relieved 
from  expenses  not  strictly  necessary,  which  his  own 
Urgency  has  occasioned.  But  independently  of  cases  of 
^at  kind,  I  think  that  there  are  in  these  bills  some 
charges,  which,  from  their  nature  and  amount  and 
Wilder  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  affidavits  the 
P^tiooer  would  have  been  entitled  to  have  investigated, 
e^en  if  he  had  been  held  bound  by  the  settlement. 

I  think  that  it  must  be  referred  to  the  taxing  Master 
^  tax  all  the  bills  of  costs,  and  to  take  an  account  of 
^hat,  if  any  thing,  is  due  to  or  from  the  respondents  in 
^'^^pect  thereof.  I  think,  however,  that  in  taking  the 
Account,  the  petitioner  ought  to  admit  that  the  re- 
spondents have  paid  him,  or  on  his  account,  the  several 
ftuma  in  cash  which  are  stated  to  have  been  so  paid  in 
^e.  account;  and  that  the  respondents  ought  to  be 

at 
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1842. 


at  liberty  to  explain,  or  state  in  detail,  any  of  the  it 
in  the  bills  of  costs. 


Note.  —  The  rule  as  to  taxation  after  pajnnent  has  beeo  alt 
bj  the  6&  7  Vict.  c.  75.;  a&d  see  In  re  Lea,  md^^  p.  410,  and  ^^ 
re  Downes,  arUe,  p.  425. 


Kov.  12. 14. 


SAYER  t;.  WAGSTAFF. 


A  new  com-       A    MOTION  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  Defendar 
™"nted  and  Wagstqffj  that  the  depositions  taken  on  behalf 

publication       the  Plaintiffs  under  a  commission  in  this  cause  might 
tihe^^ound°of  suppressed,  and  that  a  new  commission  might  issue  fm^ 
misconduct  of  the  examination  of  witnesses ;  or  if  the  depositio^^c^^^ 
already  taken  were  not  to  be  suppressed,  that  a  ne^^^^ 


commissioners 
nominated  by 
the  party 
applying. 

A  solicitor 
may  com- 
municate with 
a  witness 
before  his 
examination, 
and  take 
down  in  writ- 
ing what  he 
can  depose  to, 
but  to  pre- 
pare the  de- 
positions of  a 
witness  be- 
fore-hand 
would  be  im- 
proper, and 
form  a  ground 
for  suppress- 
ing the  depo- 
sitions. 

A  commis- 


commission  might  issue. 

The  grounds  for  making  this  application  were,  th  ^ 
the  Defendant  had  not  examined  his  witnesses  und«»- 
the  commission  in  consequence  of  the  misconduct  of 
j5.,  the  gentleman  whom  the  Defendant  had  named 
his  commissioner.  It  appeared  that  the  Plaintiffs 
Defendant  had  joined  in  a  commission  for  the  exai 
nation  of  witnesses,  which  was  appointed  to  be 
ecuted  on  the  27th  of  September.  One  of  the  coi 
missioners  nominated  by  the  Defendant  WagUcff^  wi 
A.  B.f  a  solicitor  of  Worcester. 


After  A.  B.  had  been  appointed  commissioner, 
had  acted  as  solicitor  for  the  Defendant  fVagsiaff  in  thi 

matter 


sioner  should 

not  act  as  solicitor  on  behalf  of  a  party. 
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latter ;  he  had  seen  several  of  the  parties  proposed  to 
s  examined  for  fVagstqffj  and  had  ascertained  from 
lem  the  nature  of  the  evidence  which  they  would  be 
>le  to  give.  He  had  also  seen  some  depositions  which 
Gul  been  prepared  by  one  of  the  other  Defendants, 
id  others  which  had  been  prepared  by  the  Plain- 
fis'  solicitor  for  their  witnesses  to  swear  to,  and  he 
as  desirous  of  having  the  intended  depositions  of 
yogstqff*s  witnesses  drawp  out  to  shew  them  to  the 
>licitor  on  the  other  side.  After  obtaining  this  inform- 
tion  and  seeing  the  depositions  prepared  by  the  other 
ide,  he  recommended  Wagstqffto  refer  the  cause,  being 
fttud  that  he  had  a  bad  case.  This  impression  was 
tated  in  a  letter  to  Wagstaff*s  London  solicitor,  who, 
"^  reply,  expressed  a  fear  that  some  of  the  opposite 
^^Yties  had  intimidated  and  tampered  with  him. 
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1842; 


An  angry  correspondence  then  took  place,  and  in  the 
^sult,  tVagstafff  who  seemed  no  longer  to  have  regarded 
'«  B.  as  his  partizan,  gave  him  notice  not  to  act  as 
Onunissioner. 

The  Plaintiffs  proceeded  to  examine  their  witnesses 
esfere  the  two  remaining  commissioners,  but  neglected, 
^  it  was  alleged,  to  give  the  names  of  their  witnesses  to 
F*  jB.  or  Wagstqffi  Wagstaff^  insisting  on  the  irre- 
ularity  of  the  proceeding,  and  relying  on  the  alleged 
'misconduct  of  his  commissioner,  refrained  from  ex* 
mining  hb  witnesses,  and  now  moved,  in  the  terms 
tated,  to  suppress  the  depositions,  and  for  a  new  com* 
nlssion. 

Mr.  Kindenley  and  Mr.  Moore  in  support  of  the 
notion;  Mr.  G.  Turner  for  A.  B.;  and  Mr.  Pemberton 
«>d  Mr.  Parry^  for  the  Plaintiflfe. 


Mr. 
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1842.  Mr.  Kinderslet/f  in  reply. 

Saybr 

V,  Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Waostaff. 


I  regret  the  circumstances  which  have  given  rise  to 

this  application.    After  being  appointed  a  commission^     ^^r, 
A.  B.  was  totally  unjustified  in  acting  as  solicitor  fo   — Mr-  a 
party  who  had  to  examine  witnesses  under  the 
mission,  (a)     It  seems,  however,  that  he  not  only 
sumed  to  act  as  a  commissioner,  by  signing  summon^     ^es 
for  witnesses  to  attend,  but  also  took  upon  himself"^     to 
act  as  solicitor  for  the  Defendant  Wagstqjff]  advis^Sxig 
him,  proceeding  to  make  inquiries,  communicating  ^b*      ith 
his  solicitor  in  London^  giving  advice  as  to  the  fram^Eng 
of  the  interrogatories,  and  taking  steps  to  know    ^^fie 
evidence  to  be  given  for  the  Plaintifis;  these  are  fian^crts 
admitted  by  himself,  and  are  proved  by  his  bill  of  cot^t^ 
In  all  this  his  conduct  was  erroneous;  having  reg^sarxl 
to  his  character  of  commissioner,  he  ought  not  to  h^v^e 
so  proceeded. 

But  it  is  said,  that  however  indiscreet  it  might  h^s-ve 
been  to  act  thus,  the  Defendant  has  no  right  to  C9  O' 
plain,  because  he  acquiesced  in  its  being  done;  and  i^  ^ 
said  that  even  the  Defendant's  town  solicitor  was  will  i  ^E 
to  take  advantage  of  the  advice  given  and  of  this  c^:^**' 
duct  o(  A.  B.     I  am  of  opinion  that  both  Wagstaff^^^^ 
his  London  solicitor  were  aware  that  A.  B.  was  acting    ^^ 
solicitor,  and  that  they  were  willing  to  have  the  ben^^*^ 
of  his  services  as  such;  but  it  does  not  follow  i9^^ 
because  the  Defendant  has  acquiesced  in  an  error,        *^^ 
cannot  be  allowed  to  complain  of  that  which  not  o^c^    ' 
afiects  him  personally,  but  also  seriously  affects  the  C^  ^^ 
administration  of  justice. 

(a)  Wy.  Pr,  Reg.  121.;  Selwyn*t  Case,  2  Dick.  565.;  Cook^^ 
Wilton,  4  Mad.  580. 
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What  subsequently  happened  seems  to  explain  the        1842. 
brences  which  took  place.     The   impression  made 
the  mind  of  A.  B.  in  the  course  of  his  enquiries, 

not  so  favourable  to  the  interests  of  fVagstaff  as 
^staff'  had  hoped,  and  probably  as  had  been  ex- 
ted  by  his  solicitor.  His  solicitor  however  ex- 
ised  no  indignation  at  A.  S.*s  interfering  as  solicitor, 

merely  complaints  and  apprehensions  that  he  had 
bred  himself  to  be  intimidated.  fVagstaff  and  his 
citor  appear  at  that  time  to  have  lost  their  confidence 
f.  A's  zeal  in  their  favour;  they  had  expected  from 
I  something  more  than  his  duty  as  commissioner, 
lely,  his  services  as  solicitor,  and  they  thought  his 
[  bad  been  damped. 

The  result  was,  that  Wagstaff  gave  notice  to  A.  B. 
to  act  as  commissioner.  The  commission  had  been 
ed,  and  authority  had  been  given  by  this  Court  to 
commissioners,  yet  this  Defendant  thought  he  was 
iberty  to  countermand  that  authority,  as  if  the  com- 
sioners  were  his  agents.  I  am  surprised  that  such  a 
on  should  be  entertained.  A.  B.  had  a  duty  com- 
:ed  to  him  by  the  Court,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that 
e  had  not  been  engaged  as  solicitor  in  this  trans- 
on  he  would  utterly  have  disregarded  the  notice  and 
e  performed  his  duties  as  commissioner.  But  he 
Id  not  do  this  with  propriety,  for  the  Plaintiffs  had  a 
It  to  complain  of  his  having  deviated  from  his  duty  as 
imissioner,  by  acting  as  the  solicitor  of  the  Defendant. 
]  he  not  acted  wrong  previous  to  the  notice,  he  would 
have  been  justified  in  declining  to  act  as  a  com- 
ftioner;  but  considering  the  circumstances  and  the 
ition  in  which  he  had  placed  himself,  I  think  he  was 
It  in  abstaining  from  acting. 

^liere  remained  two  commissioners  who  were  per- 
l^r  competent  to  proceed  on  the  commission ;  but  that 
"«L.  V.  / 1  did 
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1842.        did  not  suit  the  purpose  of  WagUaff.     He  had  at    ihis 
time  lost  his  confidence  in  the  zeal  of  ^.  &,  who  ou^ht 
not  to  have  entertained  any  fistvour  towards  either  pstrtj. 
He  seems  to  have  said,  *^  I  will  not  interjfere  with    this 
matter  at  alL    I  am  dissatisfied  with  the  eonduct  of  j4. 
B, ;"  and  A.  B»  instead  of  attending  there  as  a  person 
who  desired  the  commission  to  proceed,  seems  to  bave 
been  wandering  about  the  bar,  the  house,  and  in  the 
streets,  and  to  have  done  any  thing  rather  than  attend 
to  the  commission. 

The  Plaintiflg,  on  the  other  hand,  seem  to  have  been 
perfectly  regular,  and  to  have  done  all  that  oooU  be 
required.  But  it  is  said  that  they  did  not  give  the  names 
of  the  witnesses  to  A.  B.  or  to  fVagstc^s  solicitor.  Vfby 
should  they  have  given  them  to  a  person,  who  said  b^ 
would  not  interfere  ?  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  tb« 
Plaintifis  were  in  any  way  in  fault,  and  whatever  comes 
of  this  case,  they  must  be  indemnified  as  to  costs.  M^^* 
Kindersley  said  he  could  not  ask  to  suppress  the  deposi* 
tions,  but  that  there  might  be  grounds  for  depriving  tbe 
Plaintiffs  of  the  costs,  because  they  had  not  done  what 
they  ought,  namely,  given  the  names  of  witnesses:  my 
opinion  is  that  both  A.  B.  and  WagUaff  so  conducted 
themselves  as  to  release  the  Plaintiff  from  the  per- 
formance of  that  duty. 

As  to  a  new  commission,  the  question  is  of  sonnc 
importance.  One  of  the  witnesses  for  the  Plaintiffs 
was  t\  and  it  was  stated  to  me  (though  I  have  ^^ 
sufficient  evidence  to  prove  the  fact),  that  his  deposilio^^ 
had  been  prepared  by  C.  Z).,  a  Defendant ;  and  it  b^* 
been  assumed,  in  the  course  of  this  discussion,  that  ^•**^ 
was  a  proper  thing  to  do.  I  cannot  consider  it  to  b^  ^ 
right  thing,  for  any  solicitor  to  prepare  depositions  *^ 
a  witness  before  examination.  He  ought  to  be  exami^^ 
upon  the  interrogatories  by  the  Examiner;  and  if 
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)efore  him  with  the  depositions  ready  prepared,  it  1842. 
iason  for  suppressing  them,  {a)  It  is  right  for  a 
or  to  communicate  with  a  witness  to  know  what 
Q  depose.  (6)  That  is  a  thing  necessary  to  be 
before  the  interrogatories  can  be  prepared ;  and  I 
It  mean  to  say  that  it  is  at  all  improper  for  a 
Qc  to  take  down  from  a  witness  what  he  can  de- 
o;  or  that  it  is  improper  for  both  parties  to  see  a 
ts,  to  inquire  what  he  can  depose  to.  But  what 
lone  here?  A  witness  had  been  examined  and 
unicated  with  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs,  not  as 
at  he  could  say  on  the  whole  question,  but  as  to 
bad  been  prepared  for  him  to  say  on  behalf  of  the 
iffi.  A.  B.  goes  to  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
shews  him  drafts  of  depositions  ready  for  the 
aes  to  depose  to.  I  think  that  was  not  a  right 
to  do.  It  was  very  proper  for  the  solicitor  of 
d!^  knowing  that  the  witnesses  were  acquainted 
the  facts  which  were  in  controversy  between  the 
s,  to  ascertain  what  they  could  say,  in  order  that 
light  be  properly  examined ;  but  it  was  not  proper 
and  ascertain  what  had  been  prepared  for  them 
on  behalf  of  another  party. 

3  consequence  of  all  this  is,  that  I  cannot  hold  the 
dant  or  A.  B,  free  from  acting  with  impropriety 
matter  seriously  affecting  the  administration  of 
i.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  exempt 
misconduct  in  this  matter;  but  the  Defendant 
qffj  who  has  really  evidence  to  produce,  has  not 
ned  his  witnesses.  I  understand  that  the  time 
publication  ought  to  pass,  has  arrived  to-day.  If 
ad  not  been  so,  the  forms  and  practice  of  the  Court 

would 
Hhmo  V.  Lmdtey,  15  Vet,         (b)  Kelly  v.  French^  «  LL  * 
Attorney-General  v.  Ne-      Go,  166. 
t,  10  Sim.  Sll. 

It  2 
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1842.  would  have  enabled  Wagstqff^Xo  examine  his  witnesses 
before  the  Examiner  in  London.  He  now  desires  a  com- 
mission. I  doubt  whether  he  is  entitled  to  that,  on 
account  of  his  own  neglect  and  conduct;  yet,  if  bis 
witnesses  are  not  examined,  the  probability  is,  that  there 
will  be  a  decree  against  him,  and  that,  although  the 
facts  which  his  witnesses  might  depose  to  might  produce 
a  different  result.  This  is  an  event  which  I  cannot  con- 
template without  uneasiness ;  but,  at  all  events,  if  a 
new  commission  issues,  the  Plaintiffs  must  be  exonerated 
from  any  costs. 

A.  B.  and  Wagslaff  are  both  in  fault  as  regards  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  the  fault  must  be  imputed  to  die  De- 
fendant in  the  first  instance,  because  he  selected  A.  R 
as  commissioner.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  Defendant 
Wdffstqff'  is  the  person  who  must  be  answerable  to  the 
Plaintiffs ;  and  A.  £.,  having  acted  improperly,  most 
have  no  costs  of  the  refusal  of  the  application  against 
him. 

His  Lordship  ultimately  ordered  that  publication 
should  be  enlarged  for  five  weeks,  and  that  the  De- 
fendant John  JVagstaff  should  be  at  liberty  to  take  oat 
a  new  commission,  paying  to  the  Plaintiffs  their  costs  of 
this  application,  and  such  costs  as  they  should  be  put  to 
by  the  new  commission. 
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1841. 

ALLEN  V.  MCPHERSON.  ^011.2.5.12. 

ase  came  before  the  Court  upon  demurrer  to  Whether, 

hole  bill.  where  ^'a  re- 

siduary legatee 
by  artful  and 

ng  to  the  statements  of  the  bill,  the  testator  ^^"«*"'«»'  ^ 
®  '  misrepresenta- 

ied  a  large  property,  amounting  to  80,000/.  tion  to  the 

'  consisted  of  his  wife  Hannah  AUen^  William  character  of  * 

illeiritimate  son,  Susannah  Evans^  a  legitimate  -?•»  induces 

°  ®  the  testator  to 

the   Plaintiff  Revert  Allen  and   his  brother  revoke  a  le- 

who  were  the  children  of  a  deceased  nephew  ^^^JP\f°  ^^ 

^  B,^  the  benefit 

ator  resident  in  Samersetshiref  and  other  more  of  which  re- 

»f;»£»e  vocation  re- 

*"^®^*  suluto^^thii 

Court  has 

stator,  who,  it  was  alleged,  was  interested  in,  ^3^  ^  ^^^^^ 

great  regard  for,  the  Plaintiff  and  his  family,  ^"  ^' '" 

I,  dated  in  1834^  and  subsequent  codicils,  be-  to  the  extent 

considerable  legacies  to  the  Plaintiff  and  his  SJj  f^|j'  ®^ 

id  sister.  sessed  by  A., 

or  whether  the 
matter  belongs 

leginning  of  March  1837,  the  Plaintiff  visited  exclusively  to 

dated  himself  with  the  testator,  by  whom  he  astical  Court; 

id  with  great  kindness  and  preference:  and  »nd, jecondlv, 

.        ,   r  If       -rty  -    'rr       j   i  •  whether  such 

hat  occasion  mformed  the  Plamtitt  and  his  trust  can  be 

that  he  had  handsomely  provided  for  them  by  ^^^^^^l^ 

the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court, 
in  which  the 
afterwards  the  testator  made  a  sixth  codicil,  question  of 

2Sd  of  Mai/  1837,  whereby  he  bequeathed  enccwasin" 

I  of  the  residue  to  the  Plaintiff.  «?"5  9^^- 

Held  in  the 

The   affirmative  by 

the  Master  of 

ind  in  the  negative  by  the  Lord  Chancellor.  The  parties  thereupon 

the  House  of  Lords. 

lis 
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1841.  The  children  of  the  testator  being  informed  of  t 

^^^^*^  codicil   by  the    solicitor's  clerk,    became  exoeedin 

e.  jealous  of,  and  conceived  a  great  dislike  for  the  Pb 


M'Phbrson. 


tiff,  and  formed  a  determination,  if  possible,  to  proc 
a  revocation  of  the  sixth  codicil,  or  at  least  a  gr 
dimination  of  the  bequest  to  the  PlaintiflF  therdn  o 
tained. 

The  bill  stated,  that  the  testator  in  June  follow 
became  much  enfeebled,  and  his  health  began  to  s 
cline;  ^^  and  although  it  could  not  be  siud  that  in  stri 
ness  he  was  of  unsound  mind,  from  that  time  to  the  c 
of  his  death,  yet,  during  that  period,  his  intellects  I 
came  so  impaired,  that  he  was  totally  unfit  to  trans 
any  business  requiring  any  extraordinary  mental  k 
ertion.** 

The  bill  then  stated  that  ^^  Susannah  Evans  (who 
the  time  was  living  with  the  testator,  and  was  a  v€ 
shrewd  person,  and  of  quick  perception,  but  of  a  co 
ning  and  designing  disposition)"  acquired  great  i 
iluence  over  the  testator,  ^^  and  used  it  in  promoting  t 
object  which  she  and  WiUiam  Allen  had  in  view, 
obtaining  the  whole,  or  as  much  as  possible,  of  the  pr 
perty  of  the  testator  to  be  left  to  her ;  there  being 
secret  understanding  that  whatever  the  testator  sboiL 
give  to  her  should  be  shared  with  WiUiam  Mien, 

In  May  1837  the  Plaintiff's  brother  was  about 
marry  a  woman  of  bad  character;  and  the  testati 
received  information  of  the  circumstance  through  £ 
anonymous  letter.  On  the  supposition  that  the  Plainti 
was  the  author  of  the  anonymous  letter,  the  Plaintiff' 
brother  wrote  to  the  testator  several  letters  containic 
statements  to  the  Plaintiff's  prejudice ;  but  the  state  i 

b 
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his  mind  prerented  his  invest^tbg  the  truth  of  these        1841. 

matters.  ^-^"V"^^ 

Allen 

V. 

Xbat  Susannah  Evans,  seeing  the  efieet  of  these  letters,  M'Phbmow, 
and  with  a  view  to  get  the  revocation  of  the  bequest  to 
the  Plainti£P,  suggested  that  the  Defendant  William  Allen 
^oold  be  sent  to  the  country  to  inquire  as  to  the  dis- 
putes between  the  Plaintiff  and  his  brother,  and  their 
<*iaraclers. 

•The  bill  further  alleged  that  the  DefiUidant  William 
^^^iin  went  into  Somersetshire^  merely  to  deceive  the  tes- 
^^!^9  and  that  he  did  not  make  any  inquiries  concern- 
^^9  the  character  of  the  Plaintiff,  or  at  least  he  did  not 
*^^ke.  any  such  inquiries  with  the  bondjtde  object  and 
^*^^ention  of  ascertaining  the  truth  on  that  point 

That  on  the  SOth  of  September  18S7,  the  Defendant 

^f^iam  Allen  made  his  report,  which,  after  stating  the 

^^^Qt  of  success  of  the  Plaintiff  in  his  business  of  a 

^Hitcher^  which  was  attributed  to  a  want  of  judgment  and 

S>^068-  neglect,  proceeded  as  follows :  —  ^^  In  addition 

^r.  BarUett  states  (and  he  did  so  with  regret),  that  his 

(the  Piaintiff^s)  habits  are  of  the  lowest  and  worst  kind, 

tliat  he  drives  a  horse  eaten  up  with  the  mange  and 

fistula,  which  is  enough .  to  deter  people  buying  meat 

from  his  cart,  if  it  were  of  the  best  kind ;  he  also  states 

him  to  be  the  greatest  blackguard  in  the  village,  and  a 

nuisance  to  the  place,  is  constantly  quarrelling  with  his 

^6,  who,  he  alleges,  has  another  husband  in  London* 

His  sbter  states  that  there  is  no  believing  a  word  he 

otters,  &c.;  he  has  received  50/.  from  his  brother,  who 

^  not  yet  turned  the  proceeds  (which  are  to  be  divided) 

^to  csash ;  but,  from  his  bullying  and  threatening  to  put 

^  lawyers  upon  his  back,  he  procured  50/.  and  paid 

^^%  and  gave  a  note  of  hand,  payable  on  demand  for 

li  4  the 
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1841.  the  other  50/. ;  this  money  he  is  now  living  upon.    If  it  ^i 

^^^  IS  intended  to  do  any  thing  for  him,  I  would  recommend  fc 

V.  that  it  be  a  weekly  allowance  of  about  105.  to  be  paid  Jb 


M'Pherson 


him  during  good  conduct :  he  may  thus  be  rendered  a  .b 
tolerably  respectable  member  of  society." 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  report  was  read  to  the  tes-  — 

tator,  who  did  not  appear  to  thoroughly  understand  the  s 

contents,  and  requested  it  to  be  read  again,  which  was  ^ 

not  done;  but  William  Allen^  without  any  express  direc-  — 

tion  from  the  testator,  took  the  report  to  a  solicitor,  who,  ^4 

from  the  suggestions  contained  therein  and  from  verbal  Xj 

instructions  given  him  by   William  Atteth  pr^ared  a  ,13 

ninth  codicil  to  the  will  of  the  testator,  which  was  exe-  — ! 

cuted  the  same  evening  without  any  draft  having  been  m3 
previously  submitted  to  him  for  perusal. 

By  this  ninth  codicil,  dated  the  Sd  of  October  1837,  «^ 

all  the  bequests  to  the  Plaintiff  and  his  brother  and  fs 

sister  were  revoked,  and  the  testator  directed  his  execa-  — -i 

tors  to  invest  800/.  S  per  cent.  Bank  annuities  in  the  ^ 

names  of  William  Aliens  Nathaniel  Barllettf  and  Susannak  ^ 

Evans  in  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the  Plaintiff  by  "H 
weekly  instalments  during  his  life,  or  until  be  should 
attempt  to  sell  or  incumber  the  same.     The  testator 
gave  other  legacies  by  his  ninth  codicil. 


t 


The  bill  alleged  that  the  affection  and  regard  enter-  ^ 

tained  by  the  testator  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  which  in-  *" 

duced  him  to  execute  in  his  favour  the  said  sixth  codicil,  « 

remained  unabated  till  he  heard  the  report;  and  that  ^ 

that  alone  was  the  means,  by  which  the  unwilling  assent  -^ 

of  the  testator  was  obtained  to  the  preparation  and  ex-  — 

ecution  of  the  ninth  codicil;  and  that  had  it  not  been  ^^ 

for  the  report,  the  testator  would  have  left  the  said  -^2/ 
bequests  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff  unrevoked. 

«  That-j^^r 
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^  Hiat  the  said  pretended  report  was  whoUy  without  1841. 
foundation  or  truth,  and  every  thing  contained  in  it  re- 
specting the  Plaintiff  was  false,  and  a  complete  fabrica- 
tion by  William  AUen^  by  whom  the  same  was  concocted, 
with  the  assistance,  or  at  least  with  the  knowledge^  of 
Susannah  Evans^  for  the  express  purpose  of  procuring 
the  revocation  by  the  testator  of  the  benefits  provided 
for  the  Plaintiff  by  his  said  will  and  codicils,  and  parti- 
cularly the  sixth  codicil,  and  in  furtherance  of  a  scheme 
formed  and  projected  by  William  Allen  and  Susannah 
Eoansy  or  by  William  Allen^  with  the  knowledge  otSusannah 
Evans,  for  that  purpose,  before  William  Allen  even  set 
out  for  Somersetshire,  and  which  scheme  succeeded  so 
far  as  to  obtain  the  execution  of  the  codicil  of  the  Sd  of 
Odober,  which  was  so  executed  by  the  said  testator  with 
great  reluctance,  and  solely  on  account  of  his  having 
placed  implicit  confidence  in  the  truth  of  the  statements 
contained  in  the  pretended  report''  That  the  testator, 
a  few  days  afterwards,  took  to  his  bed,  became  totally 
imbecile,  and  remained  so  to  his  death  on  the  28th  of 
November  1837- 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  will  and  all  the  codicils  had 
been  proved  in  the  Prerogative  Court,  after  an  attempt  by 
the  Plaintiff  ^^  to  prevent  such  probate  being  granted  as 
to  the  nintli  codicil,  on  the  grounds  that  the  testator 
was  of  unsound  mind  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  and 
that  undue  influence  was  exercised  over  the  mind  of  the 
testator  by  William  Allen  in  procuring  such  execution ; 
but  that  in  the  suit  which  arose  in  the  Prerogative  Court, 
touching  the  validity  of  the  said  ninth  codicil,  the  Plain- 
tiff was  confined,  by  the  Court,  to  grounds  of  objection 
which  affected  the  said  codicil  as  an  entire  instrument, 
and  was  not  permitted  to  go  into  the  case  hereinbefore 
stated,  or  into  any  other  case  solely  relating  to  the  parts 
of  such  codicil  which  affected  only  the  Plaintiff. 

M^PkersoUf 


474  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

M^Phersorij  Tomkin^  and   W.  AUen^  the  ezecators, 
proved  the  will. 

M'Phbrsom.  The  bill,  which  was  filed  against  WiJUam  Jllen  and 
the  two  other  executors  and  Susannah  Boons  and  her 
husband,  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  the  legacies  given  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  will 
and  the  first  eight  codicils,  notwithstanding  the  revoca- 
tion in  the  ninth ;  and  that  the  Defendants  were  trustees 
for  the  Plaintiff,  and  for  the  necessary  accounts. 

■■  To  this  bill  the  three  executors,  filed  a  demurrer  for 
want  of  equity,  and  for  want  of  parties,  which  now  came 
on  for  argument. 

Mr.  KindersUjfi  Mr.  J,  BusseU^  and  Mr.  Giffbrd^  in 
support  of  the  demurrer. 

The  object  of  this  bill  is,  in  fact,  to  have  the  ninth 
codicil  set  aside  for  fraud  and  imposition.  This  Court 
has  no  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case.  However  doubtful 
the  point  may  be  upon  the  earlier  authorities,  it  is  now 
clearly  settled  by  the  more  recent  decisions,  that  this 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  a  will  of  personal 
estate.  In  Kerrich  v.  Bransby  (a),  it  was  held  by  the 
House  of  Lords  upon  appeal,  reversing  the  decree  of 
Lord  Macclesfield  in  the  Court  below,  that  a  will  cannot 
be  set  aside  in  equity  for  fraud  or  imposition ;  because  if 
it  is  of  personal  estate,  it  may  be  set  aside  in  the  Ex:cle- 
siastical  Court,  and  if  of  real  estate  it  may  be  set  aside 
at  law  on  the  issue  devisavit  vel  non.  The  principle  was 
followed  in  the  recent  case  of  Gingell  v.  Home,  {b)  The 
jurisdiction  exclusively  belongs  to  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  which   has  power  to  interfere  in  cases   where 

fraud 

(a)  7  Bro.  P.  C.  437.  (Jb)  9  Sim.  539. ;  and  see  the 

cases  in  8  Bae.  Abr.  5S9. 
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fraud  or  imposition  has  been  practised  upon  the  tes*  1841. 
tator.  {a)  The  bill  states  that  the  Plaintiff  attempted  to 
prevent  probate  of  the  ninth  codicil  being  granted  on 
the  ground  of  the  testator's  unsoundness  of  mind,  ^*  and 
that  undue  influence  was  exercised  over  the  mind  of  the 
testator  by  William  Allen  in  procuring  its  execution.'' 
The  Ecclesiastical  Court  by  its  sentence  has  decided 
the  point  The  proper  course  to  question  that  decision 
is  to  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  for  this  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  overrule  it,  and  nothing  more  inconve- 
nient cotdd  exist  than  a  conflict  between  the  two  courts, 
and  between  the  two  appellate  courts  of  the  House  of 
Lords  and  Privy  Council* 

It  is  admitted,  that  at  the  date  of  the  codicil,  the  tes- 
tator had  no  intention  to  benefit  the  Plaintiff.  There 
is  nothing  on  which  the  Court  can  proceed  in  declaring 
any  trust  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff.  Any  interference 
of  this  Court  must  be  founded  on  mere  speculations  as 
to  the  wishes  and  views  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his 
death. 

';  In  the  cases  of  Segrave  v.  Kiraxm  {b)  and  Kenndl  v. 
AhboU  {c)  the  question  was  merely  one  of  construction, 
depending  on  the  intention  of  the  testator.  BuUley  v. 
Wiybrd  {d)  was  a  case  of  a  trust  of  real  estate,  arbing 
out  of  a  species  of  fraud,  over  which  the  Courts  of  law 
had  no  jurisdiction. 

Lastly,  Bartletti  who  is  one  of  the  trustees  for  the 
Plaintiff  of  the  800/.  and  the  other  persons  interested  in 
the  ninth  codicil,  are  necessary  parties  to  this  suit,  in 
which  the  accounts  must  be  taken. 

Mr^ 

(a)  Sec  5  Sunn.  885.,  7th  ed.;  (c)  4  Va.  802.                     -^ 

SUphenton  v.   Gardiner,    2  P.  (d)  B  BU,  111.,  2  Cl.  ^  Fm. 

Wmi.  S86.  102. 

(&)  1  Beat.  157. 
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Mn  Pembertan  and  Mr.  JoUiffe  in  support  of  the  Iz^  SI. 

^^^'^  The  bill  in  this  case  does  not  contest  the  authority      or 

M'Pbebson.  decision  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court;  it  admits  th&fc  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  Susannah  Evans  Is  entitlecL  to 
the  benefit  of  the  testamentary  papers ;  and,  proceeds  xig 
upon  the  foundation  of  the  validity  of  the  judgment;  in 
the  Spiritual  Court,  it  insists  that  there  are  circu^m* 
stances,  which,  in  the  contemplation  of  a  court  of  eqcti'^C?) 
would  make  the  legal  owners  trustees  for  the  PlaintSJT. 
The  prayer  of  the  bill  b  framed  in  that  view  cf  the  < 


The  testator,  according  to  the  allegations  of  this  bS.  II^ 
intended  to  benefit  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  intention  co»>  s- 
tinued  to  his  death ;  but  the  Defendants,  by  fraudul^  sit 
misrepresentations,  induced  the  testator  to  revoke  t'Kie 
previous  gifts  by  means  of  the  ninth  codicil.     The  qu^="^* 
tion  is,  are  the  Defendants  to  hold  the  fruits  of  ths  is 
fraud,  or  are  they,  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  whi^^ii 
they  gained  by  the  fraud,  to  be  declared  trustees  for  tK^e 
Plaintiff.     If  this  were  a  case  of  forgery  or  of  the  corr^- 
petency  of  the  testator,  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  would 
undoubtedly  have  jurisdiction;  but  the  consideration  ^^f 
a  case  of  trust  or  fraud  peculiarly  belongs  to  this  Cooi"'*' 
The  case  here  is  similar  to  that  of  real  estate,  where    ^ 
court  of  law,  which  has  exclusive  jurisdiction,  may  d  ^ 
termine  and  rightly  determine,  the  devolution  of  tt*^ 
legal  estate ;  but  this  Court  alone  can  attach  on  tl*  ^^ 
legal  estate  equities  arising  out  of  a  breach  of  trust   ^^^ 
fraud,  and  either  declare  the  legal  owners  to  be  truste^^*^ 
or  direct  a  legal  reconveyance. 

There  are  authorities  distinctly  supporting  theequiti^^ 
raised   in  this  case.     In  Bamedy  v.  Powel{a)f   Ta^^^ 
Hardwicke  held  that  a  probate  obtained  by  fraud  mi^'^^^ 

(a)  1  Ves.sen,  119.  285. 
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relieved  against  in  this  Court,  and  he  decreed  the        1841. 
fendant  to  consent  to  a  revocation  of  the  probate.  "^^a^^ 

V, 

In  Kermell  v.  Abbott  {a%  a  legacy  was  given  by  a    "THiBsoif. 

iman  to  a  man  whom  she  erroneously  supposed  to  be 

!r  husband,  and  bequeathed  it  to  him  by  that  descrip- 

>ii,  and  it  appeared  that  the  motive  of  the  testatrix's 

onnty  was  the  assumed  character.     The  Court,  not- 

itkstanding  the  will  had  been  proved  in  the  Ecclesias- 

cal  Court,  declared  that  the  pretended  husband  was 

ot  entitled.     The  principle  of  this  case  was  much  dis- 

jssed  in  a  recent  case  of  Giles  v.  Giles,  (b) 

In  Marrioi  v.  Marriot  (c),  the  Court  held,  that  after 
robate,  it  had  jurisdiction  in  a  case  in  which  a  bequest 
'  a  residue  had  been  obtained  by  fraudulent  means 
id  surprise.     It  is  there  said,  ^^  Courts  of  equity  may, 

notorious  cases,  declare  a  legatee  that  has  obtained  a 
gacy  by  fraud  to  be  a  trustee  for  another,  as  if  the 
-awer  of  a  will  should  insert  his  own  name  instead  of 
e  name  of  a  legatee,  no  doubt  he  would  be  a  trustee 
r  the  real  legatee." 

The  modem  cases  of  Segrave  v.  Kirwan  (d),  and 
kdJrUy  v.  Wilford  (e)j  are  strong  authorities  in  favour  of 
le  Plaintiff.  In  the  former  case  a  counsellor,  who  was 
Bployed  to  make  a  will  of  a  testator,  allowed  himself 
>  be  named  executor,  without  informing  the  testator  of 
le  legal  consequence  according  to  the  law  as  it  then 
tood,  which  was  to  give  the  whole  residue  to  the  ex- 
cutor  beneficially.  The  will  was  duly  proved  in  the 
E!cclesiastical  Court;  but  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ire- 

lajidj 

(a)  4  Vet.  SOS.  {d)  1  Beat.  157. 

(6)  1  Keeny  689.  \e)  8  BH.  111.,  S  C/.  4*  ^Flii. 

(c)  1  Strange,  €66.  109. 


MTbesson. 
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1641.        land^  on  the  ground  of  fraud  and  of  the  suppreftskm 

^•^■V"^^     declared  the  executor  to  stand  as  a  trustee  for  the  nex 
Allen 
V,  of  kin.     Sir  Atithony  Hart  says,  ^^  It  has  been  argued 

that  the  relief  prayed  in  this  bill,  if  granted,  would,  ii 
fact,  set  aside  the  will;  that  a  court  of  equity  is  no 
the  iptoipex  forum  for  such  a  purpose;  and  that  tb 
Plainti£&  ought  to  be  left  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
which  has  the  sole  jurisdiction.  That  the  Ecclesiastica 
Court  has  exclusively  the  power  to  decide  what  is  o; 
is  not  a  will  of  personalty  cannot  be  controverted 
Its  seal  to  a  probate  is  conclusive  in  every  court  of  jus 
tice ;  but  it  is  equally  clear,  that  to  this  CSourt  belong! 
the  authority  to  give  construction  and  effect  to  the  will 
and  that  there  may  be  circumstances  attaching  person* 
ally  on  those  who  take  by  force  of  it,  which  will  autho 
rise  this  Court  to  engraft  an  equity  on  the  gift,  anc 
convert  them  into  trustees  for  other  persons.  The  ruk 
of  equity,  by  which  an  executor  having  a  legaqr  '^ 
made  a  trustee  for  the  next  of  kin,  is  founded  on  thii 
principle.  Other  implications,  arising  from  particulai 
expressions  in  the  will  which  convert  an  executor  intc 
a  trustee  of  an  undisposed  residue,  are  the  same.''  In 
that  case,  as  in  the  present,  the  will  had  been  proved  ic 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court;  yet  the  Court  of  Chancery  at- 
tached an  equity  upon  the  property,  and  the  decisior 
was  afterwards  approved  of  by  the  House  of  Lords. 

In  BuUcley  v.  Wilford^  a  testator  having  devised  hL 
estate  to  his  wife,  was  advised  by  his  attorney,  who  wft 
his  presumptive  heir,  to  levy  a  fine.  He  did  so  withou 
having  been  informed  that  the  effect  would  be  to  revoke 
bis  will,  and  he  died  without  republishing  his  will 
There  was  no  doubt  that  the  will  was  wholly  revoked  a 
law ;  yet  the  House  of  Lords  and  the  Court  below  held 
that  the  attorney,  having  failed  in  his  duty  of  informing 
the  testator  of  the  legal  consequence  of  the  act^  could  no 

tak( 
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take  the  estate  beneficially,  but  as  a  trustee  only  for        1841. 

the  widow.  ^^^^^ 

Allbn 

V. 

Lord  RedesdaUj  in  his  Treatise  (a),  recognises  this  ^'Phbrson. 
jurisdiction.  He  says,  ^'  Where  the  fraud  practised 
lias  not  gone  to  the  whole  will,  but  only  to  some  par- 
ticular clause,  or  if  fraud  has  been  practised  to  obtain 
the  consent  of  the  next  of  kin  to  the  probate,  the  courts 
of  equity  have  laid  hold  of  these  circumstances  to  de- 
clare the  executor  a  trustee  for  the  next  of  kin." 

Hie  MAfiTEB  qfthe  Rolls. 

I  will  read  the  papers  before  giving  judgment 

The  question  on  the  demurrer  is  very  short,  but  one 
tif  very  great  importance.  The  testator  had  intentions 
of  bounty  towards  the  Plaintiff,  which  continued  till 
after  the  date  of  the  eighth  codicil.  If  nothing  further 
had  passed,  the  law  would  presume  that  the  intention 
of  bounty  continued  till  his  death.  But  a  ninth  codicil 
was  executed,  and  it  expressly  revoked  the  bequests 
previously  given;  and  this  codicil  has  received  the 
sanction  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,. which  has  un- 
doubted jurisdiction  to  decide  on  the  factum  of  testa- 
mentary papers. 

There  was,  at  the  time  of  executing  the  ninth  codicil, 
an  intention  to  revoke ;  but  the  Plaintiff  alleges,  that  it 
was  obtained  by  fraud  practised  by  the  Defendants,  and 
without  which  the  ninth  codicil  would  never  have  been 
executed  ;  and  if  it  had  not,  the  presumption  of  law 
would  have  been,  that  the  testator's  intention  of  bounty, 
as  evidenced  by  the  previous  testamentary  papers,  con- 
tinued 

(a)  P.  257. 
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1841.       tinued  to  his  death.    I  will  consult  the  authorities  and 
give  my  decision  on  Friday  next 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  bill  prays  for  a  declaration,  that  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  several  bequests  given  to  hinii  or  intended  for 
him,  by  the  testator  John  AUetij  by  his  will  and  the 
first  eight  codicils  thereto,  notwithstanding  the  revoca- 
tion of  these  bequests  by  the  ninth  codicil ;  and  that  the 
Defendants,  the  executors,  or  the  Defendant  Susannah 
EvansySLTe  or  is  trustees  or  a  trustee  for  the  Plaintiff,  to 
the  extent  of  such  benefit ;  and  for  the  usual  accounts. 

The  testator,  John  AUeUf  by  his  will,  gave  to  the 
Plaintiff,  and  to  his  brother  and  sister,  a  l^;acy  of 
4000/.,  to  be  divided  equally  amongst  them ;  and  by  the 
same  will  he  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his  ex- 
ecutors, to  be  held  on  the  same  trusts  as  a  sum  of 
20,000/.  3^  per  cent,  stock,  which  was,  in  effect,  given 
to  trustees  for  the  separate  use  of  his  daughter  Susannah 
Evans  for  life,  with  power  for  her  to  dispose  thereof  by 
her  will,  with  a  limitation  to  her  next  of  kin  in  default 
of  appointment. 

By  a  fourth  codicil,  the  testator  gave  to  the  Plaintiff 
a  contingent  benefit  in  the  sum  of  2000/. ;  and  by  the 
sixth  codicil  he  gave  to  the  Plaintiff  one  fourth  part  of 
the  clear  residue  of  his  estate ;  but  by  a  ninth  codicil 
he  revoked  the  benefit  given  to  the  Plaintiff  and  some 
other  persons,  and  directed  that  they  should  take  no 
further  or  other  benefit  under  his  will  and  codicils,  ex- 
cept as  followed;  and,  after  giving  various  directions 
with  respect  to  other  persons,  he  directed  his  executors 
to  purchase,  in  the  names  of  William  Allen,  Nathaniel 
Bartletty  and  Susannah  Evans,  the  sum  of  800/.  3  per 

cent 
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int.  Bank  annuities,  and  pay  the  dividends  thereof,  by        184L 


Allen 


eqoal  weekly  instalments,  to  the  Plaintiff  for  his  life,  or 
until  he  should  attempt  to  sell  or  incumber  the  same,  in        "^^ 
either  of  which  events  the  800/.  3  per  cent,  stock  was  to    MTherson. 
fsLll   into  the  residue. 

Upon  a  contest  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  in  which  . 
the  Plaintiff  seems  to  have  alleged  that  the  ninth  codicil 
^ras  obtained  by  fraud  and  undue  influence,  probate  of 
^he  will  and  codicils,  including  the  ninth,  has  been 
S^Axited  to  the  Defendants,  M^Pherson^  Tomkin^  and 
^^£iiiam  Allen. 

Tlie  PIainti£^  still  alleging  that  the  ninth  codicil  was 
^otained  by  the  fraud  and  misrepresentation  of  William 
-^^ii^n  acting  in  concurrence  with  and  with  the  know- 
^edge  of  Susannah  Evans  the  residuary  legatee,  now 
applies  himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  and 
prays  to  be  relieved  here,  by  declaration  of  trust,  in  a 
^^*se  in  which  he  has  failed  to  obtain  relief  in  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Court  by  disputing  the  validity  of  the  co- 
dicil. 

To  this  bill  demurrers  have  been  put  in  by  the  execu* 

^i^»  and  by  Susannah  Evansj  and  in  support  of  the  de- 

'^Urrers,  it  is  argued,  that  to  give  the  relief  sought,  would 

'^^  to  interfere  with  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Ecclesiastical 

^^^^Urts,  which  alone  have  authority  to  determine  upon  the 

Validity  of  testamentary  instruments  relating  to  personal 

®^^te.    The  counsel  for  the  bill  admit  the  jurisdiction 

**^^  authority  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  in  their  fullest 

^^^Ut,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  dispute  the 

^8^  validity  of  the  probate  or  of  the  ninth  codicil.     The 

K^^fts  bequeathed  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  will  and  preceding 

^^^icils  are  admitted  to  be  legally  revoked,  but  it  is  said 

^t  the  effect  of  that  revocation  is,  to  confer  a  great 

^OL.  V.  Kk  increase 
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1841.  increase  of  benefit  to  the  residuary  legatee^  and  that  as 

^Allbn  ^^^^  revocation  was,  as  the  bill  allies,  procured  by  her 

V.  fraud,  this  Court  has.  jurisdiction  to  deprive  her  of  the 


M'Phbrson. 


benefit  of  it,  and  to  declare  her  to  be  a  trustee  of  that 
to  which  the  law  entitles  her,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
person  to  whose  prejudice  the  fraud  was  practised. 

The  case  appears  to  me  to  be  attended  witli  consider- 
able difficulty;  but  the  Court  has  already  ezerdaed 
jurisdiction  in  cases  so  analogous,  that  the  Plaintiff  cao- 
not  be  deprived  >of  the  benefit  of  it  without  great  con- 
sideration. 

<^  There  may  be,"  as  was  said  by  Sir  Anihomf  Hart  in 
Segrave  v.  Kirwan  (a),  ^<  circumstances  attaching  per- 
sonally on  those  who  take  by  force  of  a  will,  which 
will  authorise  the  Court  to  engraft  an  eqaiQr  on  ihe 
gift,  and  convert  the  donee  into  a  trustee  for  other 
persons." 

Thus  in  Marriot  v.  Marriot  (&),  it  was  held,  that,  not- 
withstanding probate,  a  Court  of  Equity  had  authority 
to  inquire  whether  a  gift  of  the  residue  was  dbtained  by 
fraud,  and  issues  were  directed  to  try  the  mtfCter  of 
fraud  Und  surprise  insisted  on  by  the  Plainti&,  and 
certain  -cases  were  mentioned^  in  which  the  Court  woald 
declare  a  trust  in  the  will,  though  it  were  not  contaiaed 
in  the  will  itself. 

In  Kennell  v.  Abbot  (c),  Lord  AlvanUy  stated  that 
wherever  a  legacy  is  given  to  a  person  under  a  particular 
character  which  he  has  falsely  Assumed,  and  which 
alone  can  be  supposed  the  motive  of  the  bounty,  the 

hiw 

(a)  1  Seat.  157.  (c)  4  Fes.  807. 

(i)  1  Strange,  666. 
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law  will  not  permit  him  to  avail  himself  of  it,  and  there-        1841. 

fore  he  cannot  demand  his  legacy.  w-V^ 

°    ^  Allen 

V, 

Segraoe  v.  Kirman  (a)  was  a  case,  in  which  the  ex-   M'Phebson. 
ecotor,  who,  under  the  probate,  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  the  residue,  was  held  not  to  be  so  entitled, 
because  he  did  not  inform  the  testator  that  the  effect 
of  appointing  him  executor  was  to  give  him  a  title  to 
^e  residue,  it  being  clearly  his  duty  to  give  such 
information. 

£tdiley  v.  Wtlford{b)  was  a  case  in  which  an  heir 
M  law  was  not  permitted  to  take  an  estate  by  descent, 
^  the  disappointment  of  a  will  revoked  by  a  fine,  be- 
^^use  be  did  not  inform  the  testator,  as  it  was  his  duty 
^  do,  that  the  effect  of  the  fine  was  to  revoke  the  will. 

The  cases  of  Mariot  v.  Mariotj  KenneU  v.  Abbott j  and 
the  cases  in  which  the  legatee  has  made  promises,  which 
he  has  afterwards  refused  to  perform  (c),  shew,  that  in 
die  consideration  of  this  Court,  the  simple^  fact  of  the 
testator  appearing  by  the  probate  to  have  given  a  par- 
ticular legacy  or  a  residue  to  a  person  in  his  will  named, 
IS  not,  of  itself,  a  reason  why  this  Court  should  permit 
the  legatee  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  gift,  if  he  appears 
to  have  obtained  it  by  fraud.     If  fraud  be  established) 
this  Court  has  authority  to  deprive  the  fraudulent  party 
of  the  benefit,  and,  by  declaration,  to  give  that  benefit  to 
those  to  whom  it  would  have  belonged  if  the  fraud  had 
^^  been  committed. 

Tbe  present  case  is  not  precisely  like  any  former  one. 
'he    Defendant    Susannah  Evans    takes    her    interest 

subject 
C«)    1  Beat.  157.  644.;  Denyt  v,  Locock,  3  M^L 

{*)  ^  a.4^  Fin,  102.  4-  Cr,  205. 

^^)  ^odmorev*Ounmng,lSim. 

Kk  2 
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1841.        subject  to  the  payment  of  pecuniary  legacies. 

^"^Y*^^     ademption  of  any  legacy  was  productive  of  benefit 
V.  her.     By  the  sixth  codicil,  a  fourth  part  of  the  residue 

M'Pherson.   Jj  gj^g^  jQ  ^1^^  Plaintiff,  and  all  prior  gifts  to  the  Plain   a 
tiff  being  revoked  by  the  ninth  codicil,  they  fell  into  th» 
residue  for  her  benefit ;  and  if  the  revocation  were,  ar  ^ 
alleged,  procured  by  her  fraud,   it  seems  diflScult  t^ 
distinguish  this  case,  in  principle,  from  those  which  hav*— r 
before  occurred,  or  to  understand  why  the  jurisdictio 
which  is  exercised  in  case  of  direct  gifts,  should  not 
applied  in  a  case  where  the  effect  of  the  fraud  is  ^^Ko 
increase  the  gift  made  by  a  prior  instrument,  or  why,        if 
the  case  alleged  be  true,  Mrs.  Evans  should,  in  th.     is 
Court,  be  permitted  to  enjoy  the  fruit  of  the  impositic^^n 
practised  upon  the  testator  and  upon  the  Plaintiff. 


The  allegations  in  this  bill  are  diffuse,  and  in  sonr^^ 
instances  ambiguous ;  but,  on  the  whole,  it  appears  ^^^ 
me,  after  reading  it  through,  that  there  is  suffideKT^^ 
allegation  against  Mrs.  Evans^  as  a  party  to  the  firauci^f 
alleged  to  have  been  practised ;  and  however  doobtfm:'^ 
it  may  be,  whether  the  Plaintiff  will  ever  be  able  t^^ 
establish  the  claim  he  sets  up,  I  cannot  say  that  opc^^* 
this  record  he  may  not  be  entitled  to  relief. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  demurrer  for  want  of  parti^^^ 
can  be  sustained.  Bartlett^  if  here,  being  a  mere  trust^^^ 
for  the  Plaintiff,  has  no  interest  and  no  duty  except  th^^^ 
which  the  Plaintiff  is  fully  competent  to  sustain,  and  th^*^ 
other  persons  interested  in  the  ninth  codicil  are  n^^^^*" 
interested  in  the  relief  which  the  Plaintiff  prays,  whicr^*^ 
does  not  relate  to  the  whole  codicil,  but  only  to  so  mu^^:^  ^^ 
of  it  as,  by  the  revocation,  gives  a  benefit  to  the  r  ^* 
siduary  legatee  to  the  prejudice  of  the  Plaintiff 
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The  demurrers  must  be  overruled,  (a)  1841. 


^-^— — — -^—  Allen 

A  motion  was  also  made  in  this  cause,  on  the  2d  of 

NaoembeTj  to   discharge  an  order  which   the  PlaintiflF  confessedly* 

bad  obtained  to  sue  in  formd  pauperis^  on  the  ground,  entitled, under 

that  in  any  view  of  the  case  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  for  the  interest  of 

life  to  the  dividends  on  the  800/.  consols  bequeathed  foo/.  consols. 

,  He  claimed 

thereby,  which  had  been  invested,  and  on  which  60/.  by  the  suit, 

was  due  to  the  Plaintiff;  and   that,  consequently,  this  ^"n  to^SSt**" 

Plaintiff  was  not  in  the  situation  to  sue  in  formd  pauperis,  codicil,  a 

greater  in- 
terest in  the 
Mr.  James  Russell^  in  support  of  the  motion.     The  testator's 

Plaintiff  is  either  entitled  to  the  interest  on  800/.  consols,  motion  to  dis- 

or  to  one  fourth  of  the  residue  and  other  leiracies  of  P*"?^' *»«« 

.  was  refused, 

greater  value.     He  cannot,  therefore,  be  permitted  to 

sue  as  a  pauper.     He  cited  Spencer  v.  BryanU  [b) 

Mr.  Pemberiony  contrh.  The  Plaintiff  has  made  the 
usual  affidavit,  that  he  is  not  worth  more  than  5/.,  ex- 
cepting his  wearing  apparel  and  the  subject-matter  of 
the  suit.  He  claims  in  opposition  to  the  ninth  codicil, 
and  therefore  cannot  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  under  it, 
and  he  is  in  possession  of  neither  bequest  His  right  is 
the  subject  of  dispute  in  the  present  suit. 

The  motion  stood  over  until  the  demurrers  had  been 
disposed  of. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  now  refused  the  motion       Koo.  li. 
without  costs. 

(a)  This  decision  was  reversed      from  that  decision  is  now  pend* 
by  Lord  Lynd/iurU  C.  on  appeal,      ing  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
ice  1  PhiUipt,  155.,  but  an  appeal         {b)  1 1  Ves»  49. 

Kk  8 
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^%^  ACLAND  V.  BRADDICK. 

1847. 

Feb.  as.  rpHIS  was  a  petition  presented  by  the  HaintiJ^  after 

mad^i850  decree,  for  liberty  to  file  a  supplemental  bill, 
against  ex- 

Sg?hem  J^'  The  original  bill  was  filed  in  the  Exchequer,  in  Mag 

sonally;  in  1824,  against  William  Braddick^  a  surviving  trustee, 

tained  leave  ^^^  against  Edward  Lutley  and  George  Braddidt^  who 

to  rehear  the  ^gj-g  made  parties  in  their  representative  character  of 

Plaintiffin       executors  oiBobert  Blackmore. 
1849  pre- 
sented a  pe- 
tition for  leave       The  decree   made  in  1830,  charged  the  executors 

p^ementeTKll,  pet'sonally,  as  if  they  had  been  personally  interested, 
putting  in  and  had  personally  acted  in  the  several  matters  corn- 
to  support  the  plained  of.     In  18S8  the  executors,  alleging  that  they 

personal  de-  ought  simply  to  have  been  charired  de  bonis  testatoris. 

cree  against  ,      .      i  , 

the  executors,  obtamed  leave  to  rehear  the  cause. 

The  Court 

refused  the 

application  The  Plaintiff  now  presented  a  petition  to  be  allowed 

TheVounV"  ^  ^'^  ^  supplemental  bill  (a),  to  put  in  issue  certain 

that  the  facts    facts  which  he  alleged  he  had  recently  discovered,  and 

be  either  °      which,  if  proved,  would  entitle  him  to  a  personal  decree 

without  proof  against  the  executors. 
or  to  be  im-         ° 
material,  or 

beeVsotng  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^"  ^^^"  ^"  *^  judgment  of  the 

known  to  the  Court. 

Plaintiff  as  to 

preclude  him 

making  them  Mr.  PembeHon  and  Mr.  FreelinSi  in  support  of  the 

thefounda-  .^.                                                         ^              ^^ 

tionofthe  petition. 

extraordinary 

relief  prayed.        j^^  RindersUy  and  Mr.  FolleU,  contrtL 

Mr. 

(a)  Sec  HodtoH  v.  Bali,  I  PAiUipt,  177. 
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Mr.  PemberUmj  in  reply. 


ACLAND 
V. 


Hie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Braddick. 

This  case  conies  on  upon  a  petition.of  the  Piaintiff      -^^.  ss. 
for  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  under  special  cir- 
cumstances. 

The  Plaintiff,  Robert  Acland^  was  a  purchaser  from 
John  Blackmore  of  an  estate  devised  by  the  will  of  James 
ThfoieiBXid  by  the  bill,  which  was  filed  in  the  Court 
)f  Exchequer  in  May  1824,.  it  was  prayed,  that  he  might 
le  declared  entitled  to  the  estate,  subject  only  to  the 
payment  of  a  legacy  to  Joan  Blackmore;  and  it  was 
nrther  prayed,  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the 
-ents  of  the  estate  received  by  the  trustees  under  the 
irill  since  AclaruTs  purchase,  that  the  unpaid  legacy 
lught  be:  thereout  satisfied,  and  that  the  residue  of 
he  rents  might  be  paid  to  Mx^  Acland ;  that  he  might 
lavie  a  conveyance,  and  be  paid  the  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  which  he  bad  incurred  in  certain  actions,  and 
dso  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

It  appears  that  .James  Troake^  by  his  will  dated  the 
1 1th  of  May  1811,  devised  his  estate  to  Bobert  Black- 
nore  and  WiUiam  Braddick^  on  trust  to  receive  the 
rents,  and  thereout  pay  a  sum  of  1242.  lOs.  6d.  to 
Mary  Dyer,  and  legacies  of  10/.  each  to  five  children 
)f  Bichard  Blackmore,  deceased,  named  in  the  will,  and 
ifter  the  discharge  of  the  legacies  and  debt,  he  devised 
lie  estate  to  John  Blackmore  in  fee. 

Soon  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  John  Blackmore 

vas  permitted  to  take  possession  of  tlie  estate,  and  ought 

\D  .have  paid  the  legacies  and  debt;,  and  it  was  allied, 

that  the  trustee  Robert  Blackmore  became  his  surety 

Kk  4  by 
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1843.        by  bond,  for  the  repayment  of  a  sum  of  ISOl^  which  he 

^'^r^^'^     borrowed  from  Simon  Smith  for  the  purpose  of  paying 

V.  the  legacy  and  debt,  but  that  the  money  was  not  applied 

Braddick.     f^j.  jjjg^  purpose,  and  the  debt  was  not  paid,  till  Mn 

Blackmore  was  compelled  to  pay  it  by  a  bill  in  Chancery; 

and  Robert  Blackmore  being  afterwards  compelled  to 

pay  the  bond  to  Smithy  became  a  creditor  of  John  Black* 

more  to  that  amount,  and  he  claimed  a  lien  on  the  estate 

for  repayment* 

In  the  year  1817  the  Plaintiff  purchased  the  estate 
from  John  Blackmore  for  750/.,  and  in  the  month  of 
July  in  that  year  a  conveyance  to  the  use  of  the  Plaiotiff 
was  executed  by  John  Blackmore. 

At  that  time  some  of  the  legacies  were  unpaid,  and 
Robert  Blackmore  claimed  the  lien  for  the  money  he  had 
paid  to  Simon  Smith ;  and  under  these  circumstances, 
the  trustees,  Robert  Blackmore  and  William  Braddickf 
appear  to  have  insisted  that  Adand  was  not  entitled  to 
his  purchase,  and  many  disputes  took  place  between 
them. 

Thomas  Pring  occupied  the  estate  under  a  lease  which 
had  several  years  to  run.  The  trustees  gave  him  no- 
tice not  to  pay  his  rents  to  Acland,  and  indemnified  him 
for  refusing  to  do  so.  Acland  proceeded  to  cause  a 
distress  to  be  levied.  Pring  brought  an  action  of  re- 
plevin, and  obtained  a  verdict  with  damages  and  costs. 
Acland  thereupon  not  only  .filed  a  bill  in  this  Court 
(which  was  afterwards  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecu- 
tion), but  proceeded  to  cause  other  distresses  to  be 
levied ;  and  being  resisted  by  force,  he  preferred  an  in- 
dictment, upon  which  three  persons  were  found  guilty 
of  an  assault;    he  afterwards   himself  committed  an 

assault, 
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a^sAult,  for  which  he  was  indicted^  and  on  which  be 
^wwt^  foond  ffuilty. 

^        "*  ACLAND 

V. 

Jit  now  appears,  that  all  the  legacies  were  paid  in  and     ^*^dick. 
l>^f€>re  the  year  1821 ;  and  that  in  the  year  1823,  there 
'wca^  no  charge  upon  the  estate,  unless  the  lien  claimed 
l>jr    Jlobert  Blackmore  was  to  be  considered  as  a  charge. 

Xn  1823  Adand  again  caused  a  distress  to  be  levied, 
a-T^d  Pringj  at  the  instance  of  the  trustees,  again  brought 
^>x  «u:tion  of  replevin,  and  he  recovered  a  verdict  on  the 
^dfiil  at  the  Summer  assizes  of  18£3. 

'Xhe  PlaintiflT  alleges,  that  it  appeared  at  the  trial  that 
^1  of  the  legacies  were  not  paid,  and  that  therefore  the 
J^d^  was  of  opinion  that  the  legal  estate  was  vested  in 
^^c^  trustees.  The  Defendant,  Braddickj  denies  that  it 
^I>S>eared  in  the  action  that  the  legacies  were  unpaid. 

^fter  the  trial  the  trustee,*  Eobert  Blackmore^  died, 
'^^'^ing  made  a  will,  whereof  he  appointed  Edward 
'^^€£ky  and  George  Braddick  executors. 

Ifbe  Plaintiff's  bill  (a),  notwithstanding  some  am- 
^i^iious  statements,  assumes  that«7oan  Blackmore  was  the 
^^»^  Ijf  unpaid  legatee.  The  Defendant,  William  Braddickj 
^^^fc  surviving  trustee,  though  not  very  distinctly,  does 
^^^"^^ertheless  appear  to  admit  that  all  the  legacies  were 
t^^l^;  and  Joan  Blackmore  being  made  a  party,  as  the 
^^^^1.^  unpaid  legatee,  and  having  stated  by  her  answer 
^"^^^t  the  Plaintiff  himself  had  paid  her  legacy  afalout 
^^f^^^n  or  eight  years  before,  disclaimed  all  interest  in 
^*^^  estate. 

The 
C^  Filed  in  May  1824,  after  the  death  of  RfibeH  Blackmore^  the 
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1843. 


ACLAND 
V. 

Braddick. 


Tb^  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  bi^  purchase  was  not 
disputed  by  the  assignee  of  John  Blackmore^  who  had 
become  insolvent ;  and  the  real  contest  seems  to  have 
been,  whether  Robert  Blacimore  had  acquired  a  lien  on 
the  estate  for  what  he  had  paid  in  satisfaction  of  SmiiVs 
bond ;  but  it  is  singular  how  little  the  claim  is  insisted 
upon  in  the  pleadings.  Braddick,  who  said  that  he  had 
no  interest  in  the  question,  states,  that  Robert  Black- 
more  always  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  lien 
for  150/.  paid  to  Snutk,  and  he,  Braddictf  therefore 
submitted,  whether  the  same  was  n  char^ ;  the  execu- 
tors of  Robert  Blaokmore  merely  state  their  ignorance 
whether  it  was  a  charge,  or  ought  to  be  raised  under 
the  trusts  of  the  will* 


Evidence  in  support  of  the  allied  lien  or  charge  was 
adduced,  and  .the  cause  being  heard  in  June  1830,  it 
was .  ordered  that  the  Defendant,  William  Braddick^ 
should  deliver  up  possession  of  the  estate  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, Richard  AcUmd^  and  that  the  Master  should  take 
an  account  of  the  rents  received  by  William  Braddicl 
and  Robert  Blackmore,  deceased,  or  either  of  them,  as 
trustees  of  the  will  of  James  Troake,  and  also  by  Edward 
JLutley  and  George  Braddick ;  and  in  taking  such  ac- 
counts, the  Master  was  to  allow  to  William  Braddick 
and  Robert  Blqckmore  all  sums  of  i^oney  paid  by  them 
on  account  of  the  legacies,  together  with  interest  at  4 
per  cent,  per  annum,  and  the  amount  thereof  to  be  de- 
ducted from  the  amount  of  rents  received  by  WiUioB 
Braddick  and  Robert  Blackniore,  or  either  of  them,  or 
by  the  Defendants,  Edward  Luiley  and  George  Brqddid^ 
or  either  of  them;  and  the  residue  was  to  be  handed 
over  by  William  Braddick^  Edward  Lauley,  s^qd  Georff 
Braddick,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  to  the  Plaintiff,  Ac- 
land.  And,  amongst  other  things,  it  was  ordered,  that 
William  Braddick  should  convey  or  release  the  estate  to 

AdanL 
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Adand,    And  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  tax  the       1843. 

Plaiodff  and  the  Defendants,  the  Prings^  their  respective 

oost^  of  the  suit,  and  that  such  costs,  when  taxed,  should 

be  paid  by  the  Defendants,  WiUiam  Braddick^  Edward 

Idttieyj  and  George  Braddick,  or  some  or  one  of  them, 

to  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Prings^  their  respective  solicitors 

or  clerks  in  court. 

The  decree  charges  Ltdley  and  George  Braddick  per-- 
sonalfyf  as  if  they  had  been  personally  interested,  and 
had  personally  acted  in  the  several  matters  complained 
0^  and  on  this  account  Lutley  and  George  Braddick  have 
presented  their  petition  to  have  the. cause  reheard. 

In  July  1831,  William  Braddick^  the  surviving  trustee, 
took  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act.  In 
Jasmary  1835,  a  supplemental  bill  was  filed  against 
Mr.  Sturgesy  the  assignee,  and  to  his  answer,  which  was 
filed  on  the  8th  oi  May  1835,  Mr.  Siurges  annexed  an 
extract  from  the  schedule  filed  by  William  Braddick  in 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  from  which  it  appeared, 
that  WiUiam  Braddick  bad  received  for  rent  three  sums 
of  60/.,  115/.  105.  6e/.,  and  127/.,  being  together 
302/.  105.  6d.j  and  various  costs,  amounting  together  to 
168/.  25.  8//.,  in  the  actions  against  AclaruL  Three 
l^acies  of  10/.  each  were  paid  out  of  the  r^nts,  but  all 
the  costs  and  the  remainder  of  the  rents  are  stated  to 
have  been  paid  to  Mr.  Clarke^  the  solicitor  of  William 
Braddickf  in  part  discharge  of  his  bills,  leaving  a  balance 
due  to  him. 

A  decree  was  made  in  the  supplemental  cause  in 
January  1836,  and  the  Master  made  his  report  on  the 
2^  of  February  1836,  and  thereby:  found,  that  the 
302/.  105.  6d.,  the  amount  of  rents  (agreeing  with  the 
aniiouxit  stated  in  the  schedule  to  the  answer  of  Spurges), 

had 
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1848.  had  been  received^  as  to  60/.)  by  WilUam  Braddick  vai^mrmA 
Bohert  Blaclcmore,  and  as  to  the  residue  by  WiUianB^issim 
Braddick^  and  that  the  legacies  nvhich  they  had  paid  E^  fid, 
Braddick.  together  with  interest  thereon,  amounted  to  41/.  85. 2}£f..V^  ^i, 
which  being  deducted  from  the  amount  of  rent  received  E^'^Kd, 
left  26U  25.  4^.,  which  he  found  due  to  the  PlaintifiSlfciff, 
and  to  be  paid  in  the  manner  by  the  decree  directed  E>^^ed. 
And  he  found  that  nothing  had  been  received  for  ren'Mrx^KOt 
by  LuUey  and  George  Braddick^  or  either  of  them. 


On  the  9th  o{  Jvly  1836,  the  cause  and  supplementa^^r^  ital 
cause  came  on  for  hearing.  An  order  was  made  fov^i^f^or 
taking  the  account  against  SturgeSj  but  the  further  di*  m  Esdi- 
rections  in  the  original  cause  were  reserved. 

The  Master  reported  the  state  of  the  account  o:^:^  of 
Stw'ges  on  the  I8th  of  January  18S7,  and.  the  caus^^  -se 
being  again  brought  on  for  further  directions,  the  De — ^^•e- 
fendants,  Lutley  and  George  Braddick,  obtained  leave  tcc^^**© 
present  a  petition  for  liberty  to  present  a  petition  to  re — ^^*- 
hear  the  cause,  and  such  liberty  being  afterwards  giveOiK  ^^^*'» 
a  petition  of  rehearing  has  been  presented. 


And  the  Plaintiff  Acland  being  apprehensive  that  the^^  •^ 

decree,  in  its  present  form,  cannot  be  sustained,  has  pre '"^ 

sented  this  petition  to  be  allowed  to  file  a  supplemental    ^  ^ 
bill,  to  put  in  issue  certain  facts  which  he  says  he  has 
lately  discovered,  and  which,  if  proved,  would  entitle 
him  to  a  personal  decree  against  Lutley  and  George 
Braddick. 


3& 


And  it  is  now  alleged,  Jirstj  That  it  appears  by  the 
answer  of  Sturges,  and  never  appeared  to  the  Plaintiff 
before,  that  the  rents  were  in  fact  received  by  Clarke, 
the  solicitor  of  William  Braddick,  and  also  the  solicitor 
of  Lutley  and  George  Braddick^  and  applied  by  him 

towards 
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'ards  payment  of  his  bill  of  costs ;  and  the  pedtioner  I84S. 
w  alleges,  that  such  bill  of  costs  was  due  not  only 
n  William  Braddickj  but  also  from  Lutley  and 
TTge  Braddick.  Secondly^  That  William  Braddick  and 
^jert  BlackmorCf  and  also  Lutley  and  George  Braddick 
idalently  concealed  the  fact  that  the  charges  had 
n  paid  before  the  actions  of  replevin  and  trespass 
*e  brought.  Thirdly^  that  the  Defendants  Lutley  and 
orge  Braddick  have  fraudulently  colluded  with  Wil* 
n  Braddick  to  prevent  the  PlaintiflT  Acland  from  ob- 
ling  possession,  by  claiming  a  lien  on  the  estate  for 
money  alleged  to  be  due  to  Bobert  Blackmore. 
'irthly^  that  Ladley  and  Geotge  Braddick  personally 
srfered  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  property, 
1  in  the  management  and  letting  thereof,  by  in- 
nnifying  Fringe  in  Jtdy  1829,  or  refusing  to  pay  the 
It  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  Pring  paid  the  rent  to 
Uiam  Braddick  at  the  desire  of  Ladley  and  George 
addick.  Fijthb/j  that  it  was  fraudulently  arranged, 
;ween  William  Braddick  Kad,  iMley  and  George  Brad^ 
kf  after  the  decree,  that  William  Braddick  should 
irge  himself  with  the  rent,  and  then  take  the  benefit 

the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  so  as  to  prevent  the 
stintiff  from  recovering  the  amount.  Sixthly^  that 
^Uey  and  George  Braddick  interfered  to  prevent  the 
aintiff  from  obtaining  possession  in  March  1830.  &- 
tthbfy  that  iMley  admitted  that  he  had  offered  to  give 

possession  to  the  Plaintiff,  on  being  paid  his  all^d 
n,  but  having  got  possession  himself  would  refuse  to 
tie  on  the  same  terms. 

The  various  facts  which  are  involved  in  these  alle- 

dons,  appear  to  me  to  be  either  without  proof,  or  to 

immaterial,  or  else  to  have  been  so  long  known  to 

B  Plaintiff  as  to  preclude  him  from  making  them  the 

foundation 
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I84S. 


fouDdation  of  the  extraordinary  relief  which  he-  now  " 
prays.  .  - 

'  It  appears  to  me,  that  throughout  the  causey  the  only 
real  difficulty  with  which  the  Plaintiff  had  to  contend, 
arose  from  the  claim,  set  up  by  Robert  Bladcmore  and 
not  abandoned  by  his  executors,  to  a  lien  or  charge  on 
the  land  for  the  money  paid  on  SmttA*s  bond,  and  the 
Plaintiff  appears  to  me  to  have  known,  from  the  begin* 
ning,  that  this  was  the  cause  of  the  opposition  made  to 
his  taking  possession  of  the  estate. 

The  schedule  to  the  answer  of  Siurgesj  which  was 
filed  in  May  1835,  does  not  appear  to  warrant  the  in- 
ference which  is  deduced  from  it  by  the  petitioner  and 
Mr.  OxeTtham  his  solicitor,  that  the  rents  were,  in  part^ 
applied  in  payment  of  bills  due  from  Ladlej/  and  George 
Braddick.  I  find  no  evidence  of  any  fraudulent  con- 
cealment of  the  charges  upon  the  estate  being  paid 
before  the  trial  of  the  replevin.  The  lien  was  claimed 
by  Soberi  Blackmore,  and  he  and  his  co-trustees  en- 
deavoured to  avail  themselves  of  the  legal  estate,  which 
was  or  was  supposed  to  remain  vested  in  them,  to  sup- 
port that  claim ;  but  I  find  nothing,  from  which  a  frau- 
dulent concealment  of  the  payment  of  the  legacies  is  to 
be  inferred,  and  it  is  remarkable,  that  the  Plaintiff  who 
makes  this  allegation  of  fraudulent  concealment,  by  the 
bill  alleged  that  only  one  legacy  was  unpaid,  and  the 
fact  appeared  that  one  had  been  paid  by  the  PlainuiiaM 
Acland  himself  some  years  before. 


'^^  ^here  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  Lutley  and  Geor^  ^^ 

Braddick  assisted  William  Braddick  to  keep  the  Plai^^^, 

tiff  out  of  possession,  with  a  view  to  enforce  the  Ik^^ 

daimed,    aad   this  was  perfectly  well  known  to  tJie 

Plaintiff  Acland  in  the  year  1829,  and  on  the  25th  of 

Marc^ 
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J%^4arch  I83O9  before  the  date  of  the  decree,  and  at  a  1843* 
tixxise  when  it  was  not  too  late  to  bring  the  matter  for- 
Lxd  in  a  proper  manner,  if  it  had  been  thought 
Lterial  to  do  so:  and  it  moreover  appears,  that  an 
£i.cr<:ion  of  trespass  was  brought  by  the  PlaintiiF  against 
^^Im^^^ley^  for  the  improper  and  illegal  interference  con- 
cr^x-Ding  the  possession  of  the  estate,  and  that  some 
pir*^:3ceedings  in  that  action,  or  the  reference  which  was 
ide  thereon,  were  pending  in  'February  18S8,  when 
■r,  Oxenham  made  his  affidavit  This  proceeding  shews 
^t^^^t  Acland  did  not  rely  on  the  decree  alone^  but  ac- 
^^'"'^y  endeavoured  to  obtain,  at  law,  such  redress  as  he 
<^c:^w^ceived  himself  entitled  to;  and  although  Mr.  Acland 
"^■-^  stated  his  belief  that  the  rents  were  received  by  WiU 
^^^^si-^n  Braddick  in  fraudulent  collusion  with  the  other 
^^^:«-ties,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  PlaintiflF's 
^^'^^S^t,  the  allegation  rests  on  that  belief  alone,  without 
'^i^  ^^  proof  of  any  fact  to  support  it. 

Considering,  therefore,  the  nature  of  the  suit,  and  the 
*^"^^ts  which  were  in  issue  between  the  parties,  the  facts 
*^^^"^«r  brought  forward,  and  their  materiality,  as  well  as 
*^^^  time  when  they  were  known  to  the  PlaintiiF,  and 
'^^^  way  in  which  they  are  now  supported,  and  con- 
^^^^^ring.the  action  brought  in  relation  to  some  of  the 
*^  ^^tters  now  complained  of,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
'*^*-^ntiff  is  not  entitled  to  file  such  supplemental  bill 
he  desires,  and  that  this  petition  must  be  dismissed 
'^^h  costs. 
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March  i.  MARSHALL  v.  MELLERSH. 

AnappUcation  "EIXCEPTIONS  were  taken  for  impertinence, 

to  aciT&nce  the   _Bjj                   ^                                                                           ^^f— 
hearing  of        "^  were  referred  to  the  Master,  who  found  in  t^L 

*h*^^d  be*        aflBrmative ;  and  exceptions  were  thereupon  taken  to  t^KT    113 

made  on  Master's  report 

notice  and  not 
ex  parte. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  moved  to  advance  these  exce£_  -^  J 

tions  for  immediate  hearing,  on  the  ground  that  th( 

were  in  the  nature  of  a  dilatory.     Holmes  v.  J^e  Ct 

poration  of  Anmdeh  (a) 

No  notice  of  this  motion  had  been  given  to  the  oth 
side. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  held  that  the  applii 
ought  not  to  be  made  exparte^  but  that  notice  of 
must  be  given. 

(a)  3  Beav.  407. 
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1842. 

HOULDITCH  r.  COLLINS.  Nov.  s. 

THE  bill  stated,  that  the  Plaintiffs  had,  in  1840,  ob-  A  creditor 
tained  a  judgment  against  the  Defendant  Collins  in  judgment  in 

the  Court  of  Exchequer  at  Westminster  for  4931/.,  and  ^^^\  country, 

and  obtained 
entered  the  minute  &c.,  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  a  charge  on 

That   the  Defendant   CoUins  was  entitled   to  certam  {'"debtor's 
,  ^  lands,  &c. 

Hereditaments  which  were  held  by  two  of  the  Defendants  under  the  i  & 

in   trust  for  him;   and   it  insisted,  that  the  judgment  ,. i^' He  °' 

operated  as  a  charge  on  the  hereditaments  to  which  the  afterwards 

-I^efendant  Collins  was  seised  at  the  time  the  judgment  debtor  in 

^as  entered  up,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  were,  under  the  •^^'''^  "P°" 

tK*  1  -  #.  1         1  mesne  process 

^^^teenth  section  of  the  above  act,  entitled  to  the  same  for  the  same 

'^naedies,  in  this  Court,  against  the  hereditaments,  as  if  that\he"^^' 

^oe  Defendant  Collins  had  agreed  to  charge  the  same*  charge  on  the 

'^  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  iJas^norithere- 

Py  virtue  of  the  judgment  and  act  of  parliament  to  be  ^y  forfeited 

^^Osidered  mortgagees  of  the  property,  and  that  the  teenthsecdoD* 
*«nount  due  might  be  raised  and  paid,  or  for  foreclosure. 

^o  this  bill  two  of  the  Defendants  pleaded  that,  in 

.^^  1840,  the  Plaintiffs  arrested  Collins  who  was  then 

y      ^^^rsey  for  another  debt.     That  the   Defendants  be- 

-    ^^ci,  that  while  CoUins  was  confined  as  a  prisoner  in 

.^     prison  at  St.  Helier^s^  under  the  writ,  the  Plain- 

j!^»     on    the   9th   of  September   1840,  by    T/iomas  Le 

^^€>n  Esq.,  whom  they  appointed  to  be  administrator 

^««ir  goods  in  the  said  Island,  caused  another  writ, 

^  ^^cj  an  "  ordrepraoisoirey^  to  be  issued  in  the  island  of 


^  ^3j  by  JB.  L.  Bisson  the  bailiff,  (being  a  person  duly 

^     ^^^rized   lo  issue  such   writ  in  the  island,)  against 

^    ^    XDefendant  Collins^  for  the  sum  of  493 1/.  145.  lOrf. 

^*i«ig,  being  the  amount,   in  respect  of  which   the 

^^QuV.  LI  Plaintiffs, 


Collins. 
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1842.        Plaintiffs,  on  the  27th  of  July  1840,  recovered  and 
^■^^^^^      entered   up  a  final   judgment   in   the   Court  of  Ex- 
V.  chequer  of  pleas  at  Westminster^  in  an  action  against 

the  Defendant  Collins^  as  in  the  bill  mentioned,  and 
that  such  writ  when  duly  translated  into  the  English 
language,  was  to  the  tenor,  purport,  and  effect  fdr 
lowingy  that  is  to  say :  —  **  Thomas  Le  Breton  Esq., 
administrator  of  the  goods  of  Messrs.  John  HMditA 
and  James  Hotdditch^  is  permitted  by  justice  to  cause 
to  be  seised,  arrested,  put  in  execution,  and  also  to 
sequester,  if  it  is  required,  the  most  apparent  pro- 
perty of  their  debtors  in  all  places  where  such  may 
be  found,  particularly  upon  that  issuing  from  the  pre- 
mises, to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  what  shall  be 
found  truly  and  justly  due  to  him.  As  to  strangers  or 
persons  expatriable,  they  may  cause  their  goods,  ves- 
sels, merchandizes,  and  effects,  or  themselves  persooallj 
to  be  arrested,  if  they  da  not  make  good  their  bargaiosi 
written  engagements,  debts,  or  promises,  or  if  they  do 
not  give  sufficient  bail  to  fulfil  them,  which  shall  be 
executed  by  the  viscount  or  one  of  the  denunciators, 
officers  of  justice,  or  the  constable,  or  by  one  oftbe 
centeniers  of  the  parish.  Reasons  reserved.  Given  at 
St.  Helie}%  on  the  9th  day  of  September  1840.  Signed 
E.  L.  BissoHj  Lieutenant  BaillL" 

That  the  Defendants  believed,  that  the  said  writ 
was  lodged  on  the  9th  of  September  1840,  with  PW- 
lip  Le  Gallais  the  deputy  viscount,  being  the  proper 
officer  at  the  said  prison  of  St.  Heliev^s  aforesaid,  and 
that  Phillip  Le  Gallaisj  being  the  proper  oflBcer  duly 
authorized  to  make  a  return  to  the  said  last  mentionM^ 
writ,  made  his  return  to  the  same  writ,  which  return 
when  duly  translated  into  the  English  Unguage  was  to 
the  tenor,  purport,  or  effect  following,  that  is  to  say:  — 

•♦This 
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"This  9th  of  Sq^tember  1^40.  ,  In  virtue  of  the        1842. 
"der  OD  the  other  side,  I  have  seized  and  put  in  prison 
iristopker  Gerard  Bigbt/e  Collins  Esq.,  at  the  instance 
'  Thomas  Le  Breton  Esq.,  administrator  of  the  goods 

Messrs.  John  Houlditch  and  James  HouldiUh,  to 
mpel  him  to  pay  the  sum  of  4931/.  145.  \0d.  sterling, 
cording  to  the  course  of  exchange  upon  London^ 
ing  the  amount  of  a  certain  judgment  given  by  the 
>urt  of  Exchequer  of  Pleas  at  Westminster  in  England^ 

favour  of- Messrs.  Houlditch^  against  the  said  Mr. 
UifiSf  on  the  27th  day  of  Jtdy  in  the  year  1840 ;  also 
compel  him  to  pay  the  interest  upon  the  same  sum, 
»in  the  27th  day  of  July  1840  till  the  day  of  pay- 
int,  of  which  I  have  given  this  record." 

The  plea  also  alleged,  that  Collins  was  still  confined 
prison  in  Jersey^  in  respect  of  the  judgment  debt  for 
SI/. 

The  plea  therefore  raised  this  point,  that  the  Plain- 
s,  by  taking  Collins  in  execution,  had  forfeited  the 
irge  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  16.,  whereby  it  is 
icted,  ^^that  if  any  judgment  creditor,  who,  under  the 
pvers  of  this  act,  shall  have  obtained  any  charge,  or 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any  security  whatsoever, 
ill  afterwards,  and  before  the  property  so  charged  or 
ured  shall  have  been  converted  into  money  or 
I  bed,  and  the  produce  thereof  applied  towards  pay- 
nt  of  the  judgment  debt,  cause  the  person  of  the 
gment  debtor  to  be  taken  or  charged  in  execution 
>n  such  judgment,  then,  and  in  such  case,  such  judg- 
nt  creditor  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  have  relin- 
;shed  all  right  and  title  to  the  benefit  of  such  charge 
security,  and  shall  forfeit  the  same  accordingly.'' 

LI  2  Mr. 
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1842.  Mr.  George  Turner  an^  Mr.  PiggM  in  support  of  the 
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plea. 


Collins.  "^^  question  is,  whether  it  is  competent  for  parties^^i^ 

who  have  obtained  a  judgment  in  this  country,  and  made^i^  1 
it  a  charge  upon  the  Defendant's  lauds,  to  go  to  Jersey^^^ 
and  take  their  debtor  in  execution  before  they  have^^  ^^ 
realised  their  securities  here. 


The  object  of  the  act  was  this,  tliat  the  party  shoul 
not  be  imprisoned  for  non-payment  of  a  debt,  while  his^ 
creditor  had  a  charge  and  lien  upon  his  property,  whiclr  I 
charge,  of  itself,  would  prevent  a  sale  for  the  purpose  ot  « 
realising  the  money  necessary  for  discharging  the  debt*:^ 
By  the  sixteenth  section,  if  the  creditor  "  causes  **  the^ 
person  of  the  debtor  to  be  taken  or  charged  in  execu — 
tion  on  the  judgment,  the  charge  upon  the  real  estat^^ 
is  forfeited.    If,  therefore,  the  creditor  adopts  any  coui 
of  proceeding  on  the  judgment  which  operates  to  im — 
prison  the  debtor's  person,  the  charge  on  the  real  estat^^ 

is  forfeited.     If  this  construction  be  not  put  on  the  sta 1 

tute,  a  defendant  might  be  imprisoned  for  life,  where  h^^ 
is  unable  to  put  in  bail ;  for  all  his  property  is  put  our  J 
of  his  power  of  disposition  by  the  charge. 

Mr.  Pemherton  and  Mr.  Roll  contrh. 

The  sixteenth  section  does  not  apply  to  a  case  ys^"- 
which  the  taking  in  execution  is  upon  a  judgment 
tained  in  a  foreign  court  after  judgment  here.     Wherc^^ 
a  party  (as  in  the  present  instance)  withdraws  himseli 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  this  country,  his 
creditor  is  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  the  assistance  of  n^  ^ 

foreign  tribunal  to  compel  payment  of  his  debt,   and-^---^ 
thereby  obtain  payment  out  of  the  property  of  his  debtor 
in  that  country.    In  order  to  charge  the  debtor's  lands  in 
Jersey^  it  would  be  necessary  to  obtain  judgment  there. 

Bui 
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But  here  there  has  been  no  taking  in  execution  upon        ]  SiS. 


HOULDITCH 


le  judgment;   the  proceedings   shew  that  there  has 

Ben  no  judgment  in  the  courts  of  Jersey,  and  that    *'"'"^* 

'oUins  has  been  merely  arrested  on  mesne  process  upon      Collins. 

le  original  debt.     The  judgment  here  cannot  be  used 

irther  than  as  evidence  of  the  amount  due,  and  even  if 

e  were  taken  in  execution  upon  a  judgment  recovered 

I  Jersey,  the  case  would  not  come  within  the  statute. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  in  reply. 

It  is  not  alleged  that  Collins  has  any  lands  in  Jersey; 
'  be  had,  the  act  created  an  equitable  charge  upon 
bem;  for  by  the  13th  section,  the  judgment  here 
operates  as  a  charge  on  all  lands  &c  of  the  debtor. 
^Proceedings  to  charge  the  lands  in  Jersey  were  therefore 
innecessary. 

The  object  of  the  act  was  to  prevent  cotemporaneous 
iroceedings  against  the  person  and  property  of  a  debtor, 
md  to  impose  a  forfeiture  of  the  charge  upon  the  cre- 
ator imprisoning  his  debtor. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  words  of  the  act  of  parliament  appear  to  me  to 
3e  perfectly  plain,  and  I  have  no  authority  to  extend 
heir  operation. 

The  Plaintiffs  in  this  cause  are  judgment  creditors 
)f  the  Defendant,  and,  under  the  authority  of  the  act, 
;hey  are  entitled  to  a  charge  upon  the  whole  of  his 
property.  There  is  a  clause  in  the  act  (a),  that  if  the 
udgment  creditor  having  obtained  a  charge  under  the 
ict,  "  shall  cause  the  person  of  the  judgment  debtor 

to 

Cfl)  Sect.  16. 
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1842.       to  be  taken  and  charged  in  execution  upon  such  jadg^^E>.dg 
menty  then  and  in  such  case,  such  judgment  creditao^JiU 
"^  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  have  relinquished  hiisfl      I 

Collins,  ^jgj^^  ^^j  ^j^j^  ^^  ^j^^  benefit  of  such  charge  and  shalf  .^jrf  ihi 
forfeit  the  same  accordingly.''  The  single  questionc-xoiJG 
therefore,  in  this  case  must  be,  whether  the  judgmenff:K^fDe 
creditors  have  caused  the  person  of  the  judgmenji^r^^cxe 
debtor  to  be  taken  and  charged  in  execution  upon  th»fff^  .  tl 
judgment ;  because  if  they  have  done  so,  then  the  charg^|nr  jaarj 
is  relinquished ;  if  they  have  not  done  that,  then  thmrE^  th 
act  of  parliament  does  not  apply. 

What  has  been  done  in  this  case  is  to  adopt  proD'v<q)ro- 
ceedings  in  the  court  at  Jej'sey  for  the  recovery  of  th  mtMsM^     the 
same  sum  which  was  recovered  by  the  judgment  herd's  ^^re. 
The  documents,  as  they  are  set  out  in  the  plea,  plaiuly^l  niljy 
as  it  appears  to  me,  indicate,  not  execution  upon  th^~I  ^    'be 
judgment  (which  of  course  could  not  be  had  in  a  foreigi'^^^*  ^S^ 
court),  but  a  proceeding  to  recover,  by  a  new  actiour^^^^^'Jj 
the  amount  of  that  which  had  been  ascertained  to  h^^^iM     be 
due  by  the  judgment  here.     It  is  mesne  process^  and  no'^::^^^^^ 
a  taking  in  execution  upon  the  judgment;  there  is  nc^«^^°^ 
taking  upon  the  judgment 

Now,  without  considering  whether  such  a  proceedings^  ^"^§ 
would  have  been  allowed  by  the  legislature,  if  the  points  ^"*  "^ 
had  been  particularly  considered,  it  is  sufficient  for  me^  ^"^^ 
to  say,  that  this  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  a  ca^e^^' 
comprised   within   the   terms   of  the  sixteenth   clause.^ - 
If  the  point  had  been  the  subject  of  consideration,  there  ^S^**^ 
would  seem  to  be  great  reason  for  hesitating  in  enact-  — '  -' 
ing  a  clause  prohibiting  such  a  proceeding.     For  here    -^^ 
the  Defendant  has  withdrawn  himself  from  this  juris-     — 
diction,  and  placed  himself  in  another,  where  he  may  or 
may  not  have  property,  but  which  property,  if  he  has 

it, 
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can  be  followed  by  means  of  the  authority  of  the 
lit  there.  This  act  of  the  Defendant  may  render  it 
olotely  necessary  for  the  Plaintiffs,  for  the  purpose 
naintaining  their  rights,  to  adopt  another  proceeding 
that  court,  and  one  of  the  first  steps  in  that  pro- 
ding  may  be  arrest  in  mesne  process* 


1842. 


houlditch 
Collins. 


rhe  plea  must  be  disallowed,  on  the  ground  that  the 
le  as  stated  in  the  plea,  does  not  come  within  the 
aning  of  the  sbcteenth  clause  of  the  act  of  parliament 


MADEN  V.  VEEVERS. 


Veeoers  and  John  Townendj  from  working  coal- 
nes  under  the  lands  of  the  Plainti£P  in  Reaps  Moss. 


Nov.  10, 11. 

14. 

1HIS  was  a  motion  to  restrain  the  Defendants,  Maty  A  husband 

seized  in  right 
of  his  wife, 
concurred 
with  the  other 
tenants  in 

The  Plaintiff  claimed  to  be  entitled,  in  severalty,  to  common  in  a 

•^  partition  of 

tain  lands  which  were  formerly  part  of  Beaps  Moss  estate  and 

1  Tooter  Hill,  and  to  the  coal  mines  situate  under  «„" w£i^. 

(Se  lands.  He  died  in 

1828;  after 
which  his 

rhe  Defendant,  Man/  Veeoers^  appeared  to  claim  to  widow  ac- 

entitled,  as  one  of  several  tenants  in  common,  to  an  ^^e  arranee- 

undivided  ment,and 
took  the 
efit  of  it.    She  and  her  lessee  afterwards  proceeded  to  get  coal  under  the  land 
irded  to  other  parties,  and  defended  that  proceeding,  on  the  ground  that  the 
band's  acts  were  invalid,  and  that  the  parties  were  still  tenants  in  common  of 
whole.    The  Court  restrained  her  by  injunction. 

Lfter  answer,  the  original  bill  was  amended,  and  the  Defendant  obtained  time 
inswer  it;  the  Plaintiff  then  gave  notice  of  motion  for  a  special  injunction,  and 
i  affidavits  in  support  of  it.  The  motion  coming  on,  the  Defendant  obtained 
e  to  answer  the  affidavits,  and  then  filed  both  her  answer  and  affidavits  in  oppo- 
>ii.  Held,  that  the  second  answer  must  be  treated  as  an  affidavit,  and  that  the 
iavits  in  support  of  the  motion  might  be  used  to  qualify  the  seeond,  but  not  the 
t  answer. 
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1842. 


Maden 

V. 

Vbevbrs. 


undivided  share  of  all  the  lands  in  Reaps  Moss  and  ^^^.Vie 
coal  which  was  under  them.  John  Tavonend  claiined^  in 
her  right)  to  be  entitled  to  get  that  coal  under  a  deiifc  m.se 
from  her. 


It  seemed  that  the  common  or  waste  lands  call 
Tooter  Hill  and  Reaps  Moss  were,  in  some  way,  appi 
tenant  to  four  ancient  freehold  tenements,  called  71 
GreaveSf  Leey  and  Rochltffe.     Those  several  tenemi 
belonged,  in  different  shares,  to  several  persons, 
the  year  1812,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  share 
Tonget  and  also  to  a  share  of  Greaves.     The  Defend 
Mrs.  Veeversj  was  entitled  to  a  share  of  Tonge,  the  1( 
estate  in  which  had  descended  to  her  from  her 
father,  John  Holdeny  subject  to  an  obligation  which  h 
been  entered  into  by  Holden  upon  her  marriage, 
the  effect  of  which,  in  equity,  was  to  limit  her  im 
to  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children. 


In  this  state  of  things,  an  intention  was  formed  by 
several  owners  and  proprietors  of  the  ancient  tenement 
to   make   partitions  among  them  of   Tooter  Hill 
Reaps  Moss ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  such  ii 
tention  into  effect,  certain  indentures,  dated  the  18 
and  19th  days  o(  Atigust  1812,  were  executed  by  sevei 
persons,  recited  to  be  entitled  to  the  said  common 
waste  lands  in  the  shares  therein  mentioned.     Sagi 
Veevers  (the  husband  of  the  Defendant,  Mrs.  Veevers 
and  some  others  who  were  parties  to  the  deed  were  n 
cited  to  be  entitled,  in  right  of  their  respective  wiv< 
By  the  deed  it  was  decreed,  declared,  and  covenan 
(each  of  those  who  were  entitled  in  right  of  their  wive^>^ 
covenanting  for  himself  and  his  wife),  that  the  conmioi 
lands  should  be  divided  by  Gilbert  Welch  and  Richi 
Roberts^  who  were  appointed  commissioners  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  intended  inclosure  and  division,  and  foi 

settini 
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it:^  can  be  followed  by  means  of  the  authority  of  the 
<;ourt  there.  This  act  of  the  Defendant  may  render  it 
flftbsolately  necessary  for  the  Plaintiffs,  for  the  purpose 
oF  inamtaining  their  rights,  to  adopt  another  proceeding 
£1:2  diat  court,  and  one  of  the  first  steps  in  that  pro- 
;  may  be  arrest  in  mesne  process. 


1842. 


HOULDITCH 

V. 

COLUNS. 


ITie  plea  must  be  disallowed,  on  the  ground  that  the 
««se  as  stated  in  the  plea,  does  not  come  within  the 
meanii^  of  the  sixteenth  clause  of  the  act  of  parUament. 


MADEN  V.  VEEVERS. 


Nov.  10,11. 
14. 


h^HflS  was  a  motion  to  restrain  the  Defendants,  Mary  A  husband 
Feeoers  and  John  Taamendj  from  working  coal-  ^f  hts  life! 
^^><>es  under  the  lands  of  the  Plauiti£P  in  Reaps  Moss. 


The  Plaintiff  claimed  to  be  entitled,  in  severalty,  to 
^^^tain  lands  which  were  formerly  part  of  Reaps  Moss  estate  and 


concurred 
with  the  other 
tenants  in 
common  in  a 
partition  of 


Tcoter  Hill,  and  to  the  coal  mines  situate  under  £„" w^leli^. 


lands.  He  died  in 

1828;  after 
which  his 

,       iTie  Defendant,  Mary  Veeoers^  appeared  to  claim  to  widow  ac- 
tw^  ...  ^  ,  .  quiesced  in 

^^  entitled,  as  one  of  several  tenants  m  common,  to  an  tlie  armnee- 

undivided   "'ent.and 
1^^^  took  the 

^^*^^fit  of  it.  She  and  her  lessee  afterwards  proceeded  to  get  coal  under  the  land 
1^  ^•'Ucd  to  other  parties,  and  defended  that  proceeding,  on  the  ground  that  the 
^  ^^^nd's  acts  were  invalid,  and  that  the  parties  were  still  tenants  in  common  of 

^  ^^hole.  The  Court  restruined  her  by  injunction. 
t^^'^^er  answer,  the  original  bill  was  amended,  and  the  Defendant  obtained  time 
^  •^awer  it;  the  Plaintiff  then  gave  notice  of  motion  for  a  special  injunction,  and 
^^^^^  affidavits  in  support  of  it.  The  motion  coming  on,  the  Defendant  obtained 
^1^^  to  answer  the  affidavits,  and  then  filed  both  her  answer  and  affidavits  in  oppo- 
ii^^<^.  Held,  that  the  second  answer  must  be  treated  as  an  affidavit,  and  that  the 
fi^Z^^vits  in  support  of  the  motioa  might  be  used  to  qualify  the  seeond,  but  not  the 
^^^  ^tuwer. 
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1842*       convey  and  release  to  St^ar  VeeverSf  and  his  heirs, 
well  the  share  of  the  surface  of  the  lands  which  hi 
been  divided,  as  also  his  undivided  fourth  part  of 
mines  and  minerals  lying  under  the  estate  mentioned 
her  answer;  and  that  in  June  ISlii,  George  Siari 
and  James  Stanfield  {James  being  one  of  the 
entitled  to  an  allotment),  conveyed  their  shares  of 
mines  and  minerals  to  Sagar  Veevers  in  fee. 

The  answer  of  Mrs.  Veeoers  was  so  expressed,  as 
clearly  to  show  what  was  the  description  of  the  land ! 
or  mines  so  conveyed  to  Sagar  Veeoers  in  fee  in  1814  * 
but  the  Court  held  on  this  application,  that  consideringly  i 
the  part  taken  by  Sagar  Veeoers  in  the  transaction, 
the  covenant  into  which  he  had  entered,  it  could  notr 
upon  the  evidence  now  before  it,  consider  that  the  in—  ^ " 
terests  conveyed  to  him  by  John  Chadmck  and  Jamt 
Stanfield  were  any  other  than  the  interests  allotted  hy 
the  award  a  few  months  before  the  date  of  the  con — -  - — 
veyances. 

The  roads  were  set  out  and  made  pursuant  to  the 
award.     It  was  in  controversy  whether  the  different 
allotments  were  fenced    off  from   each  other:    Mrs.«i 
Veevers  said  they  were  not. 

Sagar  Veeoers  lived  till  March  1828.  During  his  life 
no  question  arose ;  he  was  owner,  in  right  of  his  wife, 
of  her  share,  and  as  purchaser  from  Stanfield  and  Chad'- 
wicky  he  was  as  the  Court  considered,  owner  of  the 
shares  which  had  been  allotted  to  them.  He  made  his 
will  dated  the  1 2th  of  June  1827,  and  thereby  devised 
his  estates,  subject  to  certain  charges,  to  the  Defendant, 
Mx%.VeeoerSi  for  her  life,  with  remainders  over;  and 
upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  the  Defendant  became 

interested 
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srested  in  the  shares  which  had  been  purchased  by        184-2. 


Fhe  Defendants  were  proceeding  to  get  coal  beyond 
allotment  of  Mrs.  Veeversy  and  under  the  allotments 
Mfhich  the  Plaintiff  was  interested,  and  the  object  of 
s  motion  was  to  restrain  them. 

Mrs.  Veevers  now  said,  that  the  deed  of  Atdgust  1812 
''ing  been  executed,  and  the  allotment  and  award 
'ing  been  made,  daring  her  coverture,  she  was  not,  at 

death  of  her  husband  and  was  not  now,  in  any  way 
tnd  thereby ;  and  further,  that  even  if  she  were  bound 
the  award,  it  would  not  affect  the  present  question, 
:ause  as  she  said,  the  agreement,  the  deed,  the  allot- 
Dt  and  the  award  had  reference  only  to  the  surface  of 

waste  land  and  not  to  the  mines. 

Dn  the  other  hand,  the  Plaintiff  did  not  contend  that 
8.  Feeversj  as  a  married  woman,  was  bound  by  the 
^  of  her  husband  in  reference  to  her  land,  or  by  ac- 
cscence  in  his  lifetime;  but  he  alleged,  that  the  divi- 
n  and  allotment  were  actually  made  and  acted  upon 
ber  husband's  lifetime  with  her  knowledge,  and  that 
\ke  had  intended  to  dispute  them,  she  ought  imme- 
^ly,  or  in  a  reasonable  time  after  his  death,  to  have 
en  steps  to  assert  her  rights  independent  of  the  award ; 
L  that  she  was  so  far  from  doing  this,  that  after  her 
^band's  death,  and  with  knowledge  of  the  circum- 
nces,  she  claimed  and  acted  upon  the  rights  which 
^  might  be  entitled  to  under  the  award;  and  that 
ring  adopted  and  long  acquiesced  in  the  award,  and 
^iiig  exercised  an  exclusive  right  to  her  own  allot- 
nt  under  the  award,  she  was  not  now  entitled  to 
t>ate  it,  but  ought  to  be  compelled  to  give  effect 
it 

Mr. 
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1842.  Mr.  PembertoTif  Mr.  Kindersley^  and  MuIU^er^^     in 

^fT^^^"^^     support  of  the  motion. 
Maden  ^^ 

V, 

Vbbvers.  i^j.  q  Turner  and  Mr.  Bacon^  contra. 

Mr.  Pembertony  in  reply. 

Jeffiiys  V.  Smith  {a)  and  Morphett  v.  Joit^5(i)     ^^w^erc 
cited. 

7%^  Master  ^/^  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Nov.  14.  T^tf  Master  g/'M^  Rolls. 

It  appears,  that  in  the  year  1828  when  Sagar  Vr^'T^^ 
died,  Abraham  White  was  occupying  tenant  of  a  sx^^^ 
farm  called  Hqyle  Hey  being  part  of  the  ancient  TTt^^^^ 
tenement  which  belonged  to  Mrs.  Veevers;  and  tM^^i 
James  Madcn^  of  Hidtock  Top,  and  his  partners  ^^^^ 
occupying  tenants  of  the  coal-mines  under  Hoyle  ff^^ 
and  which  also  belonged  to  Mrs.  Veevers. 

James  Maden  by  his  affidavit  states,  that  on  the  lO^* 
of  July  1828,  he  and  his  partners  went  to  Mrs.  VeeV^^ 
to  pay  her  a  half  year's  rent,  and  then  told  her,  that  tt»^ 
mines  they  were  working  were  so  nearly  exhausted,  tb** 
they  would  not  last  more  than  twelve  months,  whereup^^ 
Mrs.  Veevers  informed  them,  that  she  had  some  coo^ 
under  "Reaps  Moss,  which  they  might  have  at  the  sa^^ 
rent  as  they  were  then  paying  for  the  coals  they  wcX^ 
then  working;  that  she  produced  a  plan  of  the  waste> 
with  the  allotments  marked  upon  it,  and  particala<''y 
marked  out  her  own  allotment  with  her  name  upon    i^' 

(a)  1  Jac.  4-  W,  298.  (*)  19  Vet.  349. 
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shewed  the  way  in  which  she  said  the  coals  might 
got  without  interfering  with  the  other  allotments, 
ch  she  said  were  not  to  be  meddled  with.  Maden 
his  partners  then  agreed  to  take  the  coal  under 
s.  Veeoeri  allotment,  and  the  plan  was  delivered  to 
[u  as  their  guide  for  ascertaining  the  boundary  in  the 
'king.  This  agreement,  however,  does  not  appear  to 
e  been  acted  upon,  and  after  working  the  mines 
ler  the  old  tenement  for  about  two  years  longer, 
iden  and  his  partners  quitted  the  mine. 

This  was  about  Midsummer  18S0,  and  in  October  of 
Lt  year  Mrs.  Veevers  proposed  to  let  her  mines  by 
ket.  Conditions  of  sale  were  drawn  by  Mr.  Loroat^  and 
mthe  affidavits  it  appears,  that  she  so  expressed  herself 
d  so  acted  as  to  make  it  clear,  that  she  claimed  to  be 
dusively  entitled  to  the  coal  under  her  own  allotment, 
d  not  to  be  entitled  to  the  coal  under  the  adjoining 
Dtments.  No  letting  took  place  at  that  time,  and  an 
er  made  by  the  Defendant  Taamend  was  then  rejected; 
X  soon  afterwards  Mrs.  Veevers  demised  the  mines  to 
nmend^  and  a  surety  for  nine  years  under  the  descrip- 
n  (as  I  understand  Townend^s  answer),  of  the  coals, 
nesy  or  seams  of  coal,  called  Hat/le  Hey  under  the 
m  called  Hat/le  Hey  and  the  adjoining  ground,  under 
lich  land  the  coals  were  represented  to  belong  to 
%rjf  Veevers.  Sometime  after  this  letting,  it  is  sworn 
Abraham  White  the  tenant  of  the  farm,  that  on  the 
»sion  of  paying  his  rent,  in  April  1832,  he  told  Mrs. 
even  that  he  thought  Townend  could  not  get  the  coal, 
reason  of  the  water  in  the  mine ;  that  she  then  pro- 
sed a  plan  of  the  allotments,  pointing  out  her  own 
1  the  occupation  road,  which  had  been  made  pur- 
iUt  to  the  award,  and  explaining  how  she  thought 
i  coals  could  be  gotten  notwithstanding  the  water, 
1  stated  that  a  loose  or  drawing  road  could  be  made 

under 
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1842.  under  the  occupation  roady  and  that  in  that  direcl]C2»K3, 
the  coals  under  her  allotment  might  be  gotten.  W^  ^^^ 
sayS)  that,  in  the  same  conversation,  he  told  Mrs.  Fa 
that  he  had  heard  that  Townend  could  not  get  the  < 
under  her  allotment,  without  driving  works  through  \ 
allotments  of  the  other  land  owners,  to  which  she 
swered,  that  she  had  let  the  coal  to  Tawnendj  on 
conditions  which  had  been  prepared  for  the  letting  Ibsy 
Lavat ;  and  that  if  Townend  got  other  persons'  coal  ftie 
must  answer  for  it. 


Before  the  letting  to  Townend,  the  lord  of  the  maocmor 
of  Rochdale  had   commenced    proceedings  at  law  "^ 

recover  possession  of  Tooter  Hill  and  Beap$  Moss,        ^^ 
parcel  of  the  manor.     There  were  several  ejectmev^'^ 
one  of  which  was  against  the  Plaintiff  in  this  cause  4C^^ 
and  the  common  title  of  all  the  owners  bemg  involir^^^^ 
they  made  common  cause,  and  the  Plaintiff  defencS^^ 
the  ejectment  brought  against  him,  on  behalf  of  hims^^^- 
and  all  the  others.      Mrs.   Feevers  authorized  a  R^'* 
Hoyle  to  act  in  that  business  as  her  agent ;  deposits  ^ 
sums  of  money,  which  seem  to  have  been  proportioci^^ 
to  each    owner's  allotment,   were  made  to  defray  tb^ 
extra  costs  of  the  common  defence,  and  Mrs.  Veevi^^ 
deposit  was  11/.  5s.  5d.     In  the  result,  that  sum  "^rss 
ascertained  to  be  more  than  enough,  and  the  sum     ^ 
SI.  Ss.  was  returned  to  Mrs.  Veeoers,  and  the  accoii^^^ 
of  the  transaction,  which  were  signed  by  the  agenK  ^ 
Mrs.  Veeversy  were  headed,  **  Account  of  the  expen.  '^^ 
attending  the  trial  relating  to  Totter  Hill  and  Be^^ 
Moss.     Dearden  and  Maden  account  of  cash  paid       ^ 
the  proprietors   of  Tooter  Hill  and   Reaps  Moss,        ^ 
balance  their  respective  deposits  made  in  this  suit,  p  '^^^ 

portior^^^ 

(a)  See  Doe  dem,  Dearden  v.  Maden,  4  B.  ^  Ad.  SSa 
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I  according  to  their  respective  sharei  and  al*        184S. 


these  circamstances,  and  in  the  present  state 
ridence,  without  anticipating  what  may  be  the 

further  investigation  and  more  satisfactorj 
does  now  appear  to  me,  that  Mrs.  Veevers  was, 
i  death  of  her  husband,  acquainted  with  the 
id  allotment :  —  that  she  considered  the  mines 
s  the  surface  to  be  included  :—>  that  she  BCm 
in  it,  not  only  by  admitting  that  she  was  not 
to  encroach  upon  the  allotments  of  others,  but 
ising  an  exclusive  right  to  let  the  coal  under 
allotment  for  her  separate  benefit,  and  that  she 
ititled,  first  to  avail  herself  of  the  award,  to 
an  exclusive  right  to  get  coal  under  her  own 
:,  and  afterwards  to  reject  the  award,  for  the 
3f  establishing  a  right  to  an  undivided  share  of 
under  the  whole  district. 

ircumstances  of  this  case  may  possibly  give  rise 
ons  of  law  and  equity,  which  may  be  attended 
isiderable  difficulty,  and  which  must  neverthe- 
ecided,  before  the  rights  of  these  parties  can  be 
letermined.  Upon  those  questions,  I  do  not 
!  any  opinion,  but  the  weight  of  evidence  now 
e,  though  by  no  means  so  satisfactory  as  could 
d,  appearing  to  me  to  be  such  as  I  have  stated, 
that  until  the  matter  can  be  fully  considered, 
i>ers  and  her  tenant  Townend  ought  not  to  be 
to  get  coal  under  the  Plaintiflf's  allotment 

the  fact  that  the  Defendants  are  proceeding  to 

beyond   the    allotment  of  Mrs.  Veevers^  and 

e  allotments  in  which  the  Plaintiff  is  interesited, 

there 
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there  seems  to  be  no  controversy,  and  therefore,  it       is 
unnecessary  Tor  me  to  refer  particularly  to  the  aflSdavS^ts. 

Let  the  Defendants  Mrs.  Veevers  and  John  Taam^:9i^d 
be  restrained  from  getting  coal  under  any  of  the  all  ^i>C- 
ments  in  which  the  Plaintiff  b  interested. 


In  the  course  of  the  argument,  a  question  was  rais 
whether  the  affidavits  which  had  been  filed  for  ^^l^e 
purposes  of  this  motion,  ought  any  of  them  to  be  re^^<^» 
and  if  so,  to  what  extent.  The  circumstances  aff^^c^^' 
ing  the  question  of  affidavits  were  these:  —  No  nr:^^>' 
tion  was  made  upon  the  original  bill,  which  \m  ^^^ 
been  answered  on  the  8d  oi  December  1841.  The  Li^«l^ 
was  amended  in  March  1842,  and  TaamendLS  answer  ^^ 
the  amended  bill  was  filed  in  June  1842;  but  ACT^*^* 
Veevers  having  applied  for  and  obtained  an  enlar^*^^^ 
time  to  put  in  her  answer,  a  notice  of  motion  was  giv^^-^^» 
and  affidavits  in  support  were  filed  in  July  1842.  Ti^'^*^^*^ 
being  asked  to  answer  the  affidavits,  the  affidavits  were^  ^  ^ 
fact,  met  not  only  by  affidavits,  but  also  by  the  answer  ^^ 
Mrs.  Veevers  to  the  amended  bill  on  this  point 

The  Master  of  Ihe  Rolls  in  giving  judgment  said: 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  has  appeared  to  me,  tha^^ 
ought  to  read  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  statement    "^^"^ 
and  charges  made  in  the  amended  bill.    I  think  that  Mi — ^^^ 
Veevers  could  not,  by  obtaining  indulgence  for  herse^- 
deprive  the  Plaintiff  of  his  right  to  move  on  affidav^    ^^ 
and  could  not,  by  putting  in  her  answer  after  obtainii^^  -^ 
time  to  answer  affidavits,  place  herself  in  a  better  pos^    ^^ 
tion  than  she  would  have  been,  if  the  answer  had  been  h^^ 
affidavit.      Her  first  answer  was  put  in  at  a  time  whic:^  ■^ 
entitled  it  to  the  credit  which  is  generally  given  to  0m^^^ 
answer,  and  I  have  intended  so  to  treat  it,  quali/yirB^ 
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credit  given  to  her  statement,   and  to  her  allega-        1842. 
IS  of  belief  only  by  the  other  statements  contained 
lie  same  answer. 


The  Earl  of  LICHFIELD  v.  BOND.  Dec.  17. 


HIS  was  an  injunction  case,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  Exceptions  to 
obtained  the  common  injunction.     The  Defendant  ought  to  spe- 

irig  put  in  his  answer,  exceptions  were  taken  thereto,  *^.'fy» "®'  ^"}y 
,  ,.,,.,  ,  the  cauicbut 

cli  were  properly  entitled  in   the  cause,  but  were  the  pleading 

ded  «  Exceptions  taken  by  the  said  Complainant  to  *®  ^^'^t  ^® 
'^  .  answer  has 

insufficient  Answer   of  the  said  Defendant,"   but  been  put  in. 
•y  omitted  to  specify  that  the  answer  complained  of  ^^  an^answer* 

«  an  answer  **"  to  the  bill  of  complaint  J*  (a)  to  a  bill  for 

insufficiency, 
were  headed 

The  Master  declined  proceeding  with  the  exceptions,  <*  Exceptions 

the  ground  that  they  were  not  correctly  headed.  Lid  compufn- 

ant  to  the  in- 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  8uffi*-'>ent 

answer  of  the 
It  the  Master  might  be  directed  to  proceed  with  the  said  defend- 

ceptions,  and  that  if  necessary,  the  same  might  be  ^^^^  ^j^  ^^ 

tended.  insufficient, 

and  that  they 
ought  to  spe- 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Willcockj  in  support  of  the  cify  that  the 

»tion,  contended,  that  the  heading  was  accurate.    That  p^^^edo^"^^^ 

5  Master  had  no  jurisdiction   to   entertain    the  ob-  the  answer  to 

tion,  but  ought  to  have  proceeded  to  determine  the      Exceptions 

tter   in   obedience  to   the  order  of  reference ;   and  are  now 
,    .^    ,  ,  x»       matters  of 

it,  it  there  was  any  error,  the  proper  course  was  tor  record. 

i  Defendant  to  move  to  take  the  exceptions  off  the 

;  Williams  v.  Davies.  (i)     They  argued  also  that  the 

ection  was  frivolous  and  useless. 

Mr. 
a)  SeeHinde,  210,  and  8  Van.         (b)  1  S. ^  St.  42G. 
^,  135.  135. 
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1842.  Mr.  Tttmer  and  Mr.  Toller,  contra.    The  exceptit 

rv^v\£    ^^^   "s^^   fo^   ^'^®  purpose  of  delay,   and   are  in 

Lichfield     nature  of  a  mere  dilatory  to  retain  the  injunction;  tfc— i  ^y 

Bond.         ought  therefore  to  be  dealt  with  strictly.     The  hea(S^    i  mg 

of  the   exceptions   is   incorrect,    there    is   nothing  to 

identify  the  exceptions  with  the  bill.     The  except^i.  <3ns 

should  specify  to  what  the  pleading  complained  c^  t^  is 

an  answer ;  it  might  be  an  answer  to  another  ma  *9:^^er, 

as  an  answer  to  an  examination  under  a  decree. 

7%^  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  do  not  think  that^  'the 
heading  of  these  exceptions  is  strictly  regular,  but  t-"tBcre 
cannot  he  any  doubt  that  they  were  really  exceptioK:3.JS  to 
the  answer  "  to  the  bill." 

^  How  far  exceptions  were  formerly  matters  of  recroix/, 

seems  to  have  been  a  question  of  doubt,  but  now     the 
exceptions  are  regularly  filed  {a\  and  have  become   of 
record.      Being  so,  what  does  the  record  consist   of? 
First  we  have  a  bill,  and  then  an  answer  to  the  bill,  BJ^d 
exceptions  to  the  answer;    these  constitute  the  whole 
record,  then  comes  the  order  of  reference,  which  ex-  , 

pressly  refers  to  the  answer.  There  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  any  reasonable  doubt  of  what  was  meant  in 
this  case,    but   at   the   same  time  cases  may  occur  in  , 

which  an  ambiguity  might  arise,  and  in  which  the  ob-  / 

jection  might  be  material.     I  think  that  the  strict  rules  J 

of  practice  ought  to  be  preserved.  I  will  therefore  give 
the  Plaintiff  liberty  to  amend  his  exceptions,  and  there- 
upon direct  the  Master  to  proceed  upon  them. 

I  can  give  no  costs  in  such  a  case  as  this. 

(a)  SLh  Order,  October  96,  1842,  Ord.  Can.  307. 
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1841. 


TURNER  V.  CORNEY. 


Dee.  7. 


TN  1828,  the  Plaintiff  Turner  and  his  partner  Dodgin  Special  decree 

executed  a  creditor's  deed,  by  which  they  assigned  account, 

to  Comey  and  Barrett  their  stock  in  trade  and  debts,  ^'*®''®  ^^^    , 

accounts  and 
upon  trust  to  collect,  and  after  payment  of  the  costs,  to  vouchers  were 

divide  the  produce  proportionably  between  the  sche-  ^^^^^^^  .""^"^ 

duled  creditors,  and  pay  the  surplus  to  the  assignors,  cumstances^to 

Comey  and  Barrett  covenanted  to  perform  those  trusts,  controfand  * 

and  keep  and  produce  proper  accounts.     They  were  power  of  the 

.      .      1  ,  accountin2 

authorised  to  employ  one  or  more  person  or  persons  to  party. 

inspect  and  make  out  the  accounts  of  the  said  partner-    ,^^^  Plain^ 
.  ,  .  tiff  conveyed 

ship  business,  and  to  collect  and  get  in  the  debts  and  his  property 

effects.  ^^  trustees  for 

the  benefit  of 
his  creditors. 

The  Plaintiff  went  abroad,  where  he  remained  ten  The  trustees 

who  were  au- 
years,  and  after  his  return  he  filed  this  bill,  seeking  to  thorised  to 

have  an  account  of  the  receipts  and  payments  of  the  ^^^^  *° 

trustees,  and  to  charge  them  with  an  alleged  surplus.        mitted  the 

management 
of  the  pro> 
The  Defendants  stated  that  they  did  not  take  posses-  perty  to  an 

sion  of  the  property,  books,  and  accounts,  but  com-  °S*^"^    "^^^ 

mitted  the  entire  active  management  and  disposition  of  dered  his 

the  trust  premises  to  Mr.  WillatSy  a  perfectly  competent  the^Defend- 

person  for  that  purpose,  who  was  approved  of  by  the  ants,  and  left 

Plaintiff  as  such  agent.     That  Willats  realised  the  pro-  ^\^  hjnJ  j|,J"8 

perty.  vouchers. 
^  ^  The  trustees 
being  unable,  from  the  absence  of  the  documents,  to  furnish  a  satisfactory  account, 
the  Plaintiff  asked  that  they  might  be  charged  for  what,  without  their  wilful 
default,  they  might  have  received.  The  Court,  however,  in  the  first  instance,  made 
a  special  decree  ordering  a  general  account;  and  if,  in  taking  the  account,  it  should 
appear  that  the  Defendants  could  not  render  a  satisfactory  account  by  reason  of  the 
nun-production  of  the  documents  and  vouchers,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to 
inquire,  whether  it  was  by  the  neglect  or  default  of  the  trustees  that  they  were 
unable  to  render  a  better  account,  with  liberty  to  state  special  circumstances. 

Mm  2 
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184j1.        perty,  and  distributed  the  produce  amongst  the  credi- 

''^^^^"'^     tors,  as  set  forth  in  his  account  (which  was  set  out  in 

V.  a  schedule  to  the  answer),  leaving  after  payment  in  full 

CoRNEY.      ^f  ^j^^  ^^^^^  ^  balance  of  58/.  due  to  the  DefendanU  or 

their  agent. 

They  stated  that  Mr.  Willats  relinquished  business, 
and  went  to  reside  abroad  some  years  ago,  and  was 
permanently  resident  abroad,  and  had  left  with  the 
Defendants  no  papers,  accounts,  or  books  whatever  re- 
lating to  the  said  trust  premises. 

They  set  forth  the  account,  and  stated  that  they  were 
unable  to  set  forth  any  further  account,  and  that  they 
had  not  in  their  possession  any  papers,  &c.  relating  to 
the  accounts. 

By  amendment,  the  Plaintiff  insisted  that  the  accounts 
were  defective  and  imperfect,  and  that  credit  was  not 
given  for  the  fair  value  of  the  stock  and  effects,  and 
that  such  accounts  did  not  include  many  of  the  credits 
of  the  partnership,  and  that  many  good  debts  were 
omitted. 

The  cause  comiiig  on  for  hearing, 

Mr.  JVilbrahaniy  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  for  a  decree 
of  what  without  the  wilful  default  of  the  Defendants, 
the  trustees,  ihey  might  have  received,  and  of  the  appli- 
cation thereof. 

Mr.  Tiniiey  and  Mr.  Pany^  contrhy  did  not  resist  a 
general  account,  but  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  the  particular  decree  asked. 

The 


ABSTRACT  OF    DECREE. 


Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  the  pro- 
perty assigned,  and  of  the  proceeds  received  by  the 
Defendants,  or  by  any  person  by  their  order,  or  for 
their  use,  and  of  the  application  thereof,  and  of  all  mo- 
nies properly  expended  in  and  about  the  execution  of 
the  trusts ;  and  if,  in  taking  the  account,  it  shall  appear 
that  the  Defendants  cannot  render  a  satisfactory  account, 
by  reason  of  the  non-production  of  the  documents  and 
Mm  3  vouchers, 
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T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1841. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  case  now  brought  for- 
ward entitles  the  Plaintiff  to  the  decree  which  he  asks. 
[t  is  very  possible  be  may  be  entitled  ultimately. 

Where  the  books  and  documents  relating  to  the  ac- 
count are,  and  whether  they  can  be  produced  does  not 
appear,  and  the  Defendants  have  not  rendered  a  satis- 
factory account  by  their  answer. 

If  I  directed  a  common  account,  the  Plaintiff  would 
not  have  what  he  is  entitled  to.  I  think  I  am  not  at 
present  in  a  situation  either  to  charge  the  Defendants  in 
the  way  asked,  or  to  exonerate  them.  There  must  be 
some  inquiry,  if  by  the  neglect  or  default  of  the  trustees 
they  cannot  render  a  better  account.  Some  caution  must 
be  used  in  drawing  up  the  decree. 

I  must  observe,  that  trustees  who  take  on  themselves 
the  management  of  property  for  the  benefit  of  others 
have  no  right  to  shift  their  duty  on  other  persons ;  and 
if  they  employ  an  agent,  they  remain  subject  to  respon- 
sibility towards  their  cestms  qtie  trusty  for  whom  they 
have  undertaken  the  duty. 
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1841. 


vouchers,  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  it  is 
by  the  neglect  or  default  of  the  trustees  that  they  ar 
unable  to  render  a  better  account,  with  liberty  to  stat 
special  circumstances. 


N.  B.  The  case  was  afterwards  compromised,  while  in  the  Blatter^^ 
office. 


184S. 
Dec.  6. 


ALEXANDER  v.  ALEXANDER. 


A  testator,  by    HpHE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1886,  gave  \^^  »s 

■lift  Will     iy&.vfi  I  ^^^ 

two  thirds  of  residuary  estate  to  trustees,  as  to  two  thirds  ^  " 


his  residue  to 
his  eldest  son, 
with  a  gift 


and  iinmar 
ried;  and  he 
gave  the  re- 
maining one 
third  to  his 


trust,  until  bis  son  Calcdon  Z>.  Alexander  should  atta 

twenty-five  or  marry,  to  apply  such  part  of  the  intere 

over  in  ca^e^^  ^^  ^j^^^  should  think  fit  in  his  maintenance,  and  to  pi 

twenty-five       over  the  capital  to  him  "  when  and  immediately  after 

should  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five,  or  be  ma 

ried;"  and  hi  case  of  his  death  under  twenty-five  ar 

unmarried,  the  testator  gave  the  two  thirds  upon  t 

second  son,  in  game  trusts  as  were  afterwards  declared  of  the  remainii 
similar  terms. 

By  a  codicil,     one  third, 
he  revoked  so 
murh  of  his 
will  as  related 
to  the  distri- 
bution of  his 
residue,  and 
gave  to  his 
second  son 


The  testator  then  gave  the  remaining  one  third  upc^*^ 

trust,  until  the  Plaintiff,  his  son,  Josiah  B,  C.  Alexand^'  ^^ 

should  attain  twenty-five  or  marry,  to  apply  such  p».    '^^ 

of  the  interest  as  they  should  think  proper  towards  1^  *^ 

80,000/.  ster-^  maintenance  &c. ;  and  the  testator  authorised  the  triB.     s- 


lin>:,  in  lieu 
his  one  third 
of  the  residue, 
and  he  n{>- 
pointed  his 
eldest  son  re- 
siduary legatee.    Held,  that  the  gift  of  the  20.000/.  was  absolute,  and  not  subj( 
to  the  same  limitations  as  the  one  third  of  the  residue. 


tees  to  advance  him   any  sum  not  exceeding  10,000 
towards   his   advancement   in    the   world,   whether  I 

shou 


Alexander 
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should  or  not  have  attained  twenty-five  or  be  married;        1842. 

ind  be  directed  them  to  pay  over  the  capital,  *^  when 

md  immediately  after  he  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty- 

5ve  years  or  marry."     The  one  third  was  given  over    Alexander. 

n  case  of  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff  under  the  age  of 

:weuty-five  and  unmarried,  upon   the   trusts  declared 

concerning  the  other  two  thirds  of  the  residue. 

In  1838,  the  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  which 
was  as  follows :  —  "By  this  codicil  to  my  last  will  and 
estament,  made  at  Paris  this  24th  day  of  November 
18S8,  I  do  hereby  revoke  so  much  of  my  said  will  as 
-elates  to  the  distribution  of  the  residue  of  my  estate. 
A.nd  I  do  hereby  bequeath  to  my  second  son  Josias  a 
«gacy  of  20,000/.  sterling  in  lieu  of  his  one  third  share 
:3f  the  said  residue,  and  do  appoint  my  eldest  son  Ca- 
rdan to  be  my  sole  residuary  legatee.*' 

The  Plaintiff'  was  still  under  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
Rnd  by  this  bill  he  claimed  to  be  entided  to  the  20,000/. 
ftbsolutely,  without  any  restriction. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Beales  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  testator  has,  by  his  codicil,  given  to  the  Plaintiff 
%  legacy  of  20,000/.  absolutely,  in  lieu  of  the  one  third 
which  was  subject  to  certain  restrictions.  The  Plaintiff 
is  therefore  absolutely  entitled  to  this  sum. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Gardner  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  the  Honourable  F.  Bruce  for  Ca- 
ledon  D.  Alexander.  The  gift  by  the  codicil  is  a 
substitution  for  that  given  by  the  will,  and  is  therefore 
subject  to  the  same  incidents  and  limitations,  so  that  in 
the  event  of  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff  under  twenty-five 
unmarried  the  legacy  will  go  over. 
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1842. 


Alexander 

V, 

Alexander. 


It  has  been  held  that  a  legacy  substituted  for  another 
shall  be  raised  out  of  the  same  fund  and  be  subject 
to  the  same  conditions ;  Cramder  v.  Clowes,  {a)  Thus, 
where  annuities  were  given  by  will  free  of  legacy  duty 
and  an  annuity  was  given  by  a  codicil  in  lieu  of  one 
given  by  the  will,  it  was  held  that  the  substituted  an- 
nuity, though  not  so  expressed,  was  to  be  paid  free  of 
duty;  The  Earl  of  Shaftesbury  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlbo- 
rough. (J) 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  this  is  an  absolute  legacy. 
The  testator  has  revoked  so  much  of  his  will  as  relates 
to  the  distribution  of  the  residue  of  his  estate.  The 
whole  of  this  disposition  is  therefore  gone.  He  says,  I 
have  given  the  residue,  subject  to  a  contingency,  I 
revoke  the  gid  entirely,  and  in  lieu  I  give  an  absolute 
interest  in  20,000/.  (c) 


(a)  2  Ke#.jun.  449. 

\b)  7  Sim.  237. 

(c)  And  see  Cooper  v.  Day, 
3  Mer,  154.;  Martin  v.  Drink 
water,  S  Beav,  215.;  Overend  v. 
Gurnet^,  7  Sim.  128.;  Burrowt 


V.  CoUrell,  5  Sim.  375.;  CkatUm 
V.  Youngs  6  Mad.  30.;  2  i?if». 
183.;  Datf  V.  Crofl^  4  Ban. 
561.;  and  Cookson  t.  Hancock, 
1  Keen,  817.,  and  S  Myi.  4  Cr. 
606. 


n 
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1848. 

CROW  V.  CARLETON.  ^^ch  20. 

R.  WHITEHEAD,  before  his  bankruptcy,  carried  An  allegation 
,      .  .  ,  .         .  1      ^r,    ,  .  ,   in  the  bill  was 

on   business   m   partnership   with   Carleton  and  admitted  by 

4ckerman.   He  became  a  bankrupt  in  the  month  of  May.  ®"®  5^^d" 

denied  by  an- 

The  Plaintiffs,  who  were  Whitehead's  assignees,  con-  Sle  piahi'tiff  ^ 

ended,  in  this  suit,  that  the  business  had  been  carried  on  who  had  not 

rom  May  to  Naoember  for  their  joint  benefit,  jointly  p^IJ^to^Wc 

'ith  Carleton  and  Ackerman.  his  claim  in 

respect  of  It, 
but  this  being 

Carleton  denied  that  the  business  was  so  carried  on  opp.o»edbyi<., 

an  inquiry  was 
otn  May  to  November,  and  insisted  it  was  carried  on  directed  as  to 

r.  the  benefit  of  Carleton  and  Ackerman  alone.  ^®  **^ 

Ackerman,  on  the  other  hand,  admitted  that  it  was 
arried  on  as  alleged  by  the  Plaintiffs. 

When  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  the  Plaintiffs, 
vho  had  not  made  out  the  allegation  as  to  the  busi- 
less  having  been  carried  on  as  alleged  by  them,  waived 
he  account  from  May  to  Naoember, 

Mr.  O.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  Beales,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  J.  Adams  for  Ackerman,  insisted  that  the  Plain- 
iffs  were  not  at  liberty  to  waive  the  account,  the  result 
)f  which  would  be  to  permit  the  assignees  to  release 
hemselves  from  their  admitted  liability  in  respect  of  the 
partnership  transactions  subsequent  to  May, 

Mr.  Shebbeare  for  Carleton. 

Mr. 
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184S.  Mr.  O.  Anderdon  in  reply. 

77ie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Plaintiffs  are  the  assignees  of  Whitehead^  wS^c), 
before  his  bankruptcy,  carried  on  business  with  Carlr^^^^ 
and  Ackettnan.  It  is  alleged  by  the  Plaintiffs,  that  aflc^r 
the  bankruptcy  and  until  November  the  business  ^^i^ss 
carried  on  for  the  joint  benefit  of  the  three.  Carlr^'^::^^ 
denies  this,  and  says  it  was  carried  on  for  the  benefit:.  ^>f 
himself  and  Ackerman  alone.  Ackerman^  on  the  otLs  ^r 
hand,  says  it  was  carried  on  for  the  benefit  of  the  ih  mr^^c 
until  November.  At  a  future  stage  of  this  cause,  it  y^m^  2U 
be  necessary  for  me  to  direct  a  distribution  of  the  pa.'K't- 
nership  funds,  and  yet  it  is  thought  that  I  have  no  dmjm  ^ 
to  see  what  the  rights  of  the  parties  are.  It  is  obviou  ^^  ly 
necessary  for  me  to  ascertain  the  facts  before  I  can  d3  «- 
termine  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Therefore,  let  -tine 
accounts  be  taken  down  to  the  time  of  the  bankrupt  ^^^9 
with  respect  to  which  there  is  no  dispute,  and  let  th^^  »"e 
be  an  inquiry,  whether,  after  the  bankruptcy,  "C-tae 
business  was  carried  on  for  the  benefit  of  the  th  i 
parties,  or  any  and  which  of  them. 
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CLARKE  V.  YONGK  Mav  se.  «8. 

Juiu22. 

YOUNG  V.  YONGE. 

[E  principal  question  in  this  case  arose  out  of  the  A  confirmed 
Tovisions  of  the  Tithe  Commutation  Act  {a)    The  tJII'e^jJh^e  JoL 
md  evidence  in  the  cause  being  very  fully  stated  in  mutation  act 
idgment  of  the  Court,  it  is  merely  necessary  here  t^^een  the 

^ert  to  them  shortly.  ti^he  owners 

and  tithe 
payers,  but 

B  Plaintiffs  in  the  first  suit  were  entitled  to  the  does  not  ex- 

rson  of  the  rectory  of  Necton^  and  were  also  en-  furtiferTn- 

as  impropriators,  to  a  portion  of  the  com  tithes,  vestication  a 

case  between 

ley  were  ignorant  of  their  rights  in  respect  of  the  the  tithe- 
owners  them- 
selves, in  which 
there  was, 

e  Defendant  was,  in  1838,  appointed  the  Rector  of  before  the 

irish,  and,  as  such,  was  entitled  to  a  portion  of  the  title  to  tithes 

ithes;  but  from  the  time  of  his  collation  he  had  ^;'V'''^  *^y  ?«^- 

cident  Hud 

ed  the  whole.  mistake  was 

not  brought 

1840  an  agreement  was  entered  into,  under  the  after  the 

rity  of  the  act,  between  the  "  land-owners  "  and  »^*^.''^  ^^s 

.  made. 
defendant,  the  Rector  of  the  parish,  for  the  com-      Tlius,  by  an 

ion  of  the  tithes;'  and  the  Plaintiffs,  as  owners  of  a^a^d  made 
'  '         ^  with  the  con- 

ivowson,  had  consented  thereto.     The  tithes  were  currencc  of 

)y  commuted  for  a  rent  charge  of  905i,  payable  to  tie  whorJ'^^"' 
Lector  and  his  successors.      The   agreement  was  rent  charge 
'ards  confirmed  by  the  Tithe  Commissioners.  able  to  B^ihe 

The  ''^ctor,  A. 
being  at  the 
rhe  6  &  7  >F.  4.  c.  71.,      c.  64.,  the  «  &  5  Vict,  c.  62.,  and   time  entitled 
sd  &c.  by  the  7  fT,  4.  &      the  5  &  6  Fict.  c.  54.  ^«  one  half  of 

rant  of  his  rights.  Held  that  A,  might  have  relief  in  this  Court  as  against  B, 
nd  B.  were  entitled  to  tithes  in  equal  moieties.  //.  under  mistake  received 
ole,  a  bill  by  /I.  against  B,  for  his  moiety  was  dismissed  with  costs. 
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The  Plaintiffs,  afterwards  discovering  their  title 
portion  of  the  corn  tithes,  filed  this  bill  against 
Rector  and  otjier  parties  to  have  their  right  to  a  m* 
of  the  rent   charge  declared  &c.     The  first  qu( 
was,  as  to  the  right  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  any  portion  ol 
tithes  before   the  commutation;    and  the  second  *^ 
whether,  by  the  terms  of  the  act,  they  were  precl 
from  having  any  remedy  in  this  Court 


The  act  in  question  had  for  its  object  to  abolish        the 
inconvenient  practice  of  collecting  tithes  in  kind,  aim  ^  to 
substitute  a  determinate  money  payment  by  way  of  -Brent 
charge,  varying,  from  time  to  time,  in  amount  with      the 
current  price  of  corn.     This  was  to  be  effected  eiC-her 
by  a  voluntary  agreement  between  the  "  land-own^ r^ 
and  "  tithe-owners  "  (sect.  17.)>  or  compulsorily  by    ^^^ 
commissioners  (sect.  36.)>  and  the  commissioners  v^^'^ 
empowered,  by  the  forty-fifth  section,  to  hear  and    ^  *" 
termineany  question  of  right  between  the  parties.    'JT**^® 
sections  of  the  act  principally  relied  on  in  the  argunj^^ 
were   the  twelfth,  twenty-first,  forty-fifth,  fifty-seco^  ^' 
sixty-first,  and  seventy-first. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  Mr.  Boteler^  and  Mr.  Eagle  for  tl^  ^ 
Plaintiffs,  after  discussing  the  first  question  upon  xX^^ 
evidence,  proceeded  to  contend,  as  to  the  second  \^6\t>^^ 
that  the  Tithe  Commutation  Act  was  not  intended,  ar»^^ 
did  not  in  fact,  bind  the  rights  of  parties,  other  than  ^^^ 
between  the  tithe-owners  and  the  land-owners,  excef^ 
only    in    those   instances   where   questions  had    aris^^^ 
which  hindered  the  commissioners  making  their  awar^^^ 
and  which  had  been  "  heard  and  determined  "  by  the^^^^ 
under  the   forty-fifth  section  of  the   act.      That   he^'^ 
there  had  been  a  mistake  as  to  the  Plaintiffs*  right,  ar^  ^ 
no  question  had  ever  arisen  or  been  determined  b^^^ 
tween  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant. 
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That  the  seventy-first  section  preserved  to  all  persons 
ing  any  interest  or  claim  to  any  tithes,  or  any  charge 
ncumbrance  on  the  tithes,  their  rights  against  the 
stituted  rent  charge^  and  the  Plaintiffs,  in  no  way  re- 
lating the  commutation  as  between  the  ^^  tithe-owner" 
the  "  land-owner,"  had  a  right  to  the  ordinary  ju- 
nction of  this  Court  to  fix  upon  the  rent  charge 
equity,  which,  under  a  mistake,  the  agreement  had 
rived  them  of. 


1842. 


tf r.  Kifiderdey  and  Mr.  E.  Montague^  for  the  De- 
lant  the  Rector,  after  dealing  with  the  first  question, 
tended,  as  to  the  second  question,  that  this  Court 

I  no  jurisdiction  to  alter  or  modify  the  agreement 
firmed  under  the  seal  of  the  tithe  commissioners ; 
t  the  act  made  the  award  final,  and  precluded  any 
h  interference. 

Fhe  forty-fifth  section  enacts,  '^  That  if  any  suit  shall 
pending  touching  the  right  to  any  tithes,  or  if  there 

II  be  any  question  as  to  the  existence  of  any  modus 
composition  real,  or  prescriptive  or  customary  pay- 
Dt,  or  any  claim  of  exemption  from,  or  non-liability, 
ler  any  circumstances,  to  the  payment  of  any  tithes, 
respect  of  any  lands,  or  any  kind  of  produce,  or 
iching  the  situation  or  boundary  of  any  lands,  or  if 
J  difference  shall  arise,  whereby  the  making  of  any 
:h  award  by  the  commissioners  or  assistant  commis- 
oer  shall  be  hindered,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  com- 
ssioners  or  assistant  commissioner  to  appoint  a  time 
I  place  in  or  near  the  parish,  for  hearing  and  deter- 
liog  the  same;  and  the  decision  of  the  commissioners 
assistant  commissioner  shall  be  final  and  conclusive 
all  persons  subject  to  the  provisions  hereinafter  con- 
ed." 


The 


526 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1842. 


Clarke 

V. 
YONGE. 

YOUKG 

V, 
YONGB. 


The  fifty-second  section  provides  for  the  confimuitiov 
of  tlie  award,  and  proceeds,  ^^  and  every  such  confirmee 
award  shall  be  binding  on  all  persons  interested  in  th< 
said  lands  or  tithes." 

The  sixty-sixth  section  is  positive,  it  provides,  **  Tha 
no  confirmed  agreement,  award,  or  apportionment  shal 
be  impeached  after  the  confirmation  thereof,  by  reasoi 
of  any  mistake  or  informality  therein,  or  in  any  proceed 
ing  relating  thereunto.'' 

They  argued  that  the  act,  therefore,  made  the  awan 
final,  and  that  it  could  not  be  impeached  *^  by  reason  o 

any  mistake.'* 

That  the  Plaintifis  claimed  wholly  by  a  title  adverse 
to  that  of  the  Defendant,  and  that  the  case  was  not  like 
one  between  a  trustee  and  his  cestui  que  trust. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  P.  L.  Foster,  for  the  Bishop  ol 

Norwich. 


Mr.  Peniberton,  in  reply.  There  is  a  marked  difier- 
ence  between  the  rights  of  the  tithe-owners  as  amongst 
each  other,  and  as  against  the  tithe-payers.  The  legbla- 
ture  never  could  have  intended  to  defeat  the  rights  of 
third  parties  where  they  were  not  brought  under  the 
consideration  of  the  tithe  commissioners.  By  the  seven- 
teenth section  two  thirds  of  the  "  land-owners,"  and  the 
tithe-owner  may  bind  the  parish,  and  the  term  "  tithe- 
owner  "  is  explained  by  the  interpretation  clause  (s.  12.) 
to  be  '^  the  party  in  actual  possession,*'  except,  &c. 
"  without  regard  to  the  real  amount  of  interest,"  so 
that  a  party  in  possession  with  or  without  title  is  to  be 
the  assenting  party  to  the  commutation  agreement. 
Could  it  have  been  intended  that  a  mortgagee  or 
trustee,  or  a  tenant  in  common,  or  any  other  person 
having  a  limited  interest,  or  a  party  having  no  title  at 

all, 
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allf  being  in  possession,  was  to  be  enabled  to  obtain 
a  title  as  against  the  mortgagor}  the  cestui  que  trusty 
or  the  person  rightfully  and  equitably  entitled  ?  Such 
could  not  have  been  the  case,  and  the  seventy-first 
section  shews  the  contrary. 

HiU  V.  Reardoti  (a)    and  Llcyd  v.  Ijord   Trindeh^ 
town  (i)  were  cited. 


1842. 


The  Master  ofihe  Rolls. 

The  Plaintiffs   in  this  cause,    being  devisees  under 
^e  will  oF  Thomas  Young  deceased,  claim  to  have  been 
entitled  to  a  moiety  oF  the  corn  tithes  arising  in  the 
parish  of  Necton  ;  and  a  rent  charge  having,  under  the 
^ithe  commutation  act,  been  commuted  for  the  rectorial 
tithes,  they  have  filed  this  bill  against  the  rector  of  the 
parish  and  the  Bishop  of  Norwich^  praying  that  they  may 
1>e  declared  to  be  entitled,  in  respect  of  their  alleged 
moiety  of  the  corn  tithes,  to  a  reasonable  proportion 
f3f  the  annual  rent  charge;  and  that  in  order  to  ascer- 
tain such  proportion,  the  same  annual  rent  charge  may 
be  apportioned   between  the  Plaintifis'  lay  moiety  of 
com  tithes  and  the  tithes  belonging  to  the  rectory,  ac- 
cording to  their  respective  values,  and  that  the  Plain- 
tifik'  right  to  such  proportion  may  be  established  and 
irarions  accounts  taken. 


JioR^ss. 


The  Rev.  Thomas  Youngs  under  whom  the  Plaintiffs 

claim  to.  be  entitled,  was,  for  about  forty-three  years 

immediately  preceding  the  time  of  his  death,  the  Rector 

of  the  rectory  and  parish  church  of  Necton^  which  is 

a  spiritual  and  presentative  benefice,  and  was,  for  about 

twenty-eight  years  before  his   death,   entitled   in  fee 

simple 

(a)  9  5.  4*  St,AZ\.,  Jac.  84.,         (6)  4  5iifi.  S9«. 
•ad  S  Rfui.  608. 
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1842.  simple  to  the  advowson  of  the  same  rectory,  and  the 
Plaintiils  allege,  that  he  was  also  entitled  in  fee  simple, 
as  impropriator  or  portionist,  of  or  to  a  portion  of  lay 
tithes  arising  within  the  same  parish,  consisting  of  a 
moiety  of  all  the  tithes  of  corn  yearly  arising  within 
the  parish  and  the  titheable  places  thereof.  Thomas 
Young  died  on  the  2Sd  of  September  1837,  having  made 
a  will,  whereby  he  devised  all  his  interest  in  the  great 
tithes  of  Nectofiy  and  his  advowson  to  his  brother 
William  Young  for  life,  with  remainder,  in  case  hb  said 
brother  should  die  without  issue,  to  the  Plaintifis  in 
this  cause,  on  trust  to  sell. 

William  Youngs  being  of  unsound  mind,  could  not  ^ 

exercise  his  right  of  presentation,  and  the  right  having  -; 

lapsed  to  the  Bishop  of  the  diocese,   the  Defendant  J 

William  Yonge  was,  on  the  27th  of  March  1888,  col-  - 

lated  to  the  rectory,  and  soon  afterwards,  (on  the  dd  1 

oi  April) J  inducted  into  the  same,  and  those  who  acted  -I 

for  the  patron  as  well   as  for  the  Defendant    William  ^ 

Yonge  being  unaware,  or  not  noticing,    that    Thomas  * 
Youngy  and  under  his  will  William  Young  his  brother, 
had  any  claim  to  a  portion  of  tithes,  the  Defendant 
William  Yonge  was  permitted  to  receive  the  whole  of 
the  tithes  arising  within  the  parish. 

In  the  year  1839,  meetings  were  held  in  the  parish 
of  Nectony  for  the  purpose  of  making  an  agreement 
under  the  tithe  commutation  act,  and  an  agreement 
having  been  made,  on  the  3d  of  April  1839,  between 
the  land-owners  and  the  Defendant,  the  Incumbent,  as 
tithe-owner,  Mr.  Kitson  was  appointed  by  the  com- 
missioners to  act  as  a  substitute  for  the  patron  who  was 
a  lunatic,  but  before  the  transaction  was  completed, 
and  on  the  9th  of  Februayy  1840,  the  patron  died. 
Thereupon,  the  devise  to  the  Plaintiffs  took  effect,  and 

«  soon 
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soon  afterwards,  that  is  in  March  1840,  the  Plaintiffs, 
as  owners  of  the  advowson,  were  applied  to  for  their 
consent  to  the  agreement,  whereby  a  rent  charge  was 
substituted  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  payable  to  the  Rector. 

The  agreement  was  made  between  the  owners  of  the 
lands  in  the  parish,  and  the  Defendant,  who  was  de- 
scribed to  be  the  Rector  and  the  owner  of  all  the  tithes 
of  the  parish  as  well  great  as  small,  and  it  was  agreed, 
that  the  annual  sum  of  905/.,  by  way  of  rent  charge, 
should  be  paid  to  the  Defendant  as  Rector  and  to  his 
successors,  instead  of  all  the  tithes  of  the  parish.  On 
the  26th  of  March  1840,  the  Plaintiffs,  as  patrons  of 
the  rectory,  certified  their  consent  to  the  agreement, 
and  soon  afterwards,  the  agreement  was  duly  confirmed 
by  the  tithe  commissioners.  The  rent  charge  was  then 
apportioned  among  the  lands  of  the  parish,  the  appor- 
tionment was  confirmed,  and  thus  the  tithes  were  com- 
muted under  the  authority  of  the  act. 

Throughout  the  whole  of  this  proceeding,  the  De- 
fendant, as  Rector,  was  considered  and  dealt  with  as 
owner  of  all  the  tithes  of  the  parish ;  any  right  or 
claim  of  the  estate  of  Thomas  Young  to  a  portion  of 
the  tithes  was  entirely  overlooked.  But  some  time 
afterwards,  and  in  December  1840,  the  Plaintiffs,  having 
occasion  to  investigate  the  title  of  TJiomas  Young  to  the 
advowson,  discovered,  as  they  say,  that  he  was  entitled 
to  a  moiety  of  the  corn  tithes,  and  the  Defendant 
WiUiam  Yonge  having  refused  to  make  any  allowance 
in  respect  thereof,  this  bill  was  filed  in  Mmch  1841. 
The  Defendant  scarcely  denies  that  there  was  a  portion 
of  tithes  distinct  from  the  rectory,  but  he  alleges,  that 
if  there  was  any  such  portion,  and,  if  Thomas  Young  was 
entitled  to  it,  there  is  no  evidence  what  the  portion  was, 
and  that  the  Plaintiffs,  being  unable  to  make  out  by 

Vou  V.  Nn  evidence 


1842. 
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evidence  what  the  portion  to  which  they  elaim  title  con- 
sisted of,  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  receive  anything 
in  respect  of  it.  He  further  contends,  that  even  if  the 
Plaintiffs  had  made  out  a  title  to  a  moiety  of  the  com 
tithes  as  a  portion,  they  are  nevertheless  entitled  to  no 
relief,  the  statute  precluding  any  claim  by  adverse  title. 


The  first  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  Tkomas 
Young  was  entitled  to  the  moiety  of  corn  tithes  which  is 
claimed  by  the  bill.  The  Plaintiffs  say,  that  the  portion 
of  tithes  in  question  was,  at  the  time  of  the  dissdation 
of  the  late  priory  or  monastery  of  Wesiacre^  parcel  of 
the  possessions  thereof,  and  upon  such  dissolution,  came 
into  the  possession  of  the  Crown,  ana  was  afterwards 
duly  granted  by  the  Crown  as  a  lay  fee,  and  by  diwen 
mesne  conveyances,  became  and  was  vested  in  Thomas 
Youngi  and  I  think,  that  upon  the  evidence,  it  is  proved^ 
that  at  a  very  early  period,  the  priory  of  Wesiacre  was 
entitled  to  a  portion  of  tithes  issuing  out  of  the  rectory 
of  Necton.  In  the  taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas^  under  the 
head  "  Necton^^*  the  portion  of  the  prior  of  Wesiacre  in 
the  same  is  stated  to  be  five  marks.  In  the  document 
which  is  called  the  Norwich  Doomsday  Book^  the  portion 
of  the  prior  of  IVestacre  is  again  stated  to  be  five  marks. 
In  the  Valor  Ecclesiasticus  of  the  26  Hen.  8.,  in  stating 
the  worth  of  the  possessions  of  the  monastery  or  priory 
of  canons  at  Wesiacre^  the  farm  of  titheable  sheaves  in 
Necton  is  stated  to  be  BSs.  4fd.  annually.  In  the  mini- 
ster's account  of  the  31  Hen.  8.,  there  is  the  account  of 
Robert  Hogan^  occupier  in  Necton^  and  under  the  head 
**  portion  "  it  is  said,  "  But  he  accounts  for  5Ss.  4rf.  for 
the  farm  of  a  certain  portion  of  tithes  of  Necton  afore- 
said, issuing  out  of  the  rectory  there,  so  occupied  by  the 
aforesaid  Robert  Hogan  this  year."  In  the  S5th  year 
oi  Hen.  8.,  on  the  1st  of  November^  the  King  granted  to 
Robert  Hogan  in  fee,  amongst  other  things,  *^  All  that 
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portion  of  tithes  issuing  from  and  out  of  the  rectory  of 
Necton^  then  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  the  said 
RoberiHogan^  and  lately  belonging  to  the  late  monastery 
or  priory  of  Westacre;^  and  the  same  portion  is,  in  the 
grant  mentioned  to  be  extended  at  the  clear  annual 
mm  of  535.  W.,  and  this  grant  is  alluded  to  in  the 
minister's  account  in  the  same  year.  I  think,  therefore^ 
that  there  is  sufficient  evidence,  that  a  portion  of  tithes 
issuing  out  of  the  rectory  of  Necton  was  parcel  of  the 
x>ssessions  of  the  monastery  of  JVestacre  when  it  was 
lissolved,  and  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  monastery 
:ame  to  the  hands  of  the  Crown,  and  was  by  the  Crown 
arranted  as  a  lay  fee  to  Robert  Hogatij  and  from  the 
lescription  in  the  Valor  EcclesiasiicuSf  I  think  that  the 
portion  consisted  of  tithes  of  titheable  sheaves.  The 
:itle  to  a  portion  of  the  tithes  of  sheaves  being  traced 
JO  Bobert  Hogan  in  the  S5th  year  of  Hen.  8.,  the  sub* 
sequent  title  seems  to  me,  independently  of  the  question 
»s  to  what  the  portion  consisted  of,  to  be  sufficiently 
Sednced  to  the  testator  Thomas  Young ;  and  it  is  to  be 
i^onsidered,  whether  it  sufficiently  appears  what  was  the 
3ortion  to  which  he  was  entitled. 


1842. 


In  the  document  called  the  Norwich  Doomsday  Book^  to 
irbich  I  have  before  referred,  it  is  stated,  that  the  Rector 
>f  NecUm  had  twenty-six  acres  of  land  without  a  manse, 
md  that  the  vicar  had  a  manse  without  any  land.  The 
^timation  of  it,  besides  the  portion  and  vicarage  tithe, 
rwenty-six  marks ;  the  estimation  of  the  vicarage  of  the 
»ame^  five  marks ;  the  portion  of  the  prior  of  JVestacre  in 
he  same,  five  marks.  A  comparison  between  the  state 
>f  the  rectory  as  shewn  by  this  document,  and  the  state 
IS  subsisting  in  subsequent  times,  shews  that  very  great 
changes  had  taken  place ;  the  history  of  those  changes  is 
not  shewn,  and  no  light  is  thrown  on  the  subject  till 
comparatively  recent  times. 

Nn  2  It 
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It  appears  from  rate  books  of  the  parish,  that  in  and 
for  several  years  before  the  year  1717,  the  rectory,  the 
portion,  and  the  vicarage  were  rated  equally,  and  that 
they  continued  to  be  so  rated  for  many  years  after- 
wards.    In  December  1717,  John  Bolfe^  the  vicar,  pur- 
chased the  advowson  and  the  portion.    The  portion  was 
conveyed  to  him  under  the  description  of  *^  all  that 
portion  of  tithes  issuing  and  going  out  of  the  rectory  of 
Neclofij  to   the  late  dissolved  monastery  of   Wesiacrt 
some  time  belonging."     Willtam  DeVce  was  at  that  time 
rector  of  the  parish.     And  under  these  circumstances 
Mr.  Rolfe  being  patron,  vicar,  and  owner  of  the  portion 
was   desirous,   that  when  an  opportunity  offered,  tbe 
vicarage  should  be  reunited  to  the  rectory,  and  on  tbe 
1st  of  January  1718,  he  granted  the  next  presentation 
to  the  rectory  and  vicarage  to  Henry  JVastelli  who  in 
that  way  became  patron ;  and  in  the  month  of  Febniary 
1718,  a  petition  was  presented  to  the  Bishop  of  Nor- 
•soich  by  Henry  Wastelly  stating  himself  to  be  patron  of 
both  rectory  and  vicarage  of  Necton^  and  John  Botfe^ 
stating  himself  to  be  vicar  there,  representing  that  the 
glebe,  tithes,  and  profits  belonging  to  the  church  of 
Necton  had  been,  from  time  immemorial,  divided  into 
three  small  parts  or  portions,  and  were  claimed  and 
enjoyed  under  three  different  titles,  viz.  first,  a  portion 
consisting  of  about   half  the   corn   tithes    within  the 
parish,  which  formerly  belonged  to  the  Prior  of  West- 
acrcj  and  since  the  dissolution  of  that  monastery  have 
been  granted  from  the  Crown  into  lay  hands.     Second, 
a  rectory  presentative,  consisting  of  the  remainder  of 
the  corn  tithes  arising  within   the  parish,  which  had 
been  esteemed  and  taken  for  a  benefice  without  cure, 
and  the  rector's  having  no  house  or  glebe  have  been 
generally  non-resident,  and  have  thrown  all  the  minis- 
terial duties  upon  the  possessor  or  incumbent  of  the 
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third  part  or  portion  of  the  church  styled  the  vicarage, 
and  praying  that,  by  reason  of  the  smallness  of  the  pro- 
vision for  the  incumbent,  the  vicarage  might  be  dis- 
solved and  restored  to  the  rectory.  The  truth  of  the 
statement  made  in  the  petition  appears  to  have  been 
attested  by  six  clergymen,  and  several  other  persons 
living  in  the  neighbourhood.  In  consequence  of  this 
petition,  and  on  the  10th  of  Jvly  1718,  it  was  ordered 
by  the  Bishop,  as  ordinary  of  the  parish,  that  after  the 
death  or  resignation  of  John  Bjolfey  the  then  present 
vicar,  the  clerk  that  should  be  instituted  into  the  rec- 
tory of  Necton  on  the  presentation  of  the  lawful  patron, 
or  in  case  of  lapse,  upon  the  collation  of  the  Bishop  or 
presentation  of  the  Crown  should  be  both  rector  and 
vicar ;  and  should  have  not  only  the  tithes  of  corn  and 
gt^in  belonging  to  the  presentative  rectory,  but  also  the 
glebe  tithes  and  profits  belonging  to  the  vicarage,  which 
V'carage  was  thereby  consolidated  with  the  rectory. 
Very  soon  afterwards  Mr.  Delke  the  rector  died,  and 
^Pon  his  death,  and  on  the  presentation  of  Henry  Was-- 
'^W,  Mr.  Rolfe  was  instituted  into  the  rectorj'. 


1842. 


We  see,  therefore,  that  the  rectory  and  the  portion 
^ere  equally  rated  in  the  parish  books,  that  the  vicar, 
*^ftving  become  the  owner  of  the  portion  and  of  the 
^dvowson  of  the  rectory  and  vicarage,  in  a  proceeding 
'^fere  the  Ordinary  in  which  it  was  necessary  to  state 
^"e  condition  of  the  rectory  and  the  vicarage,  repre- 
sented the  portion  to  consist  of  about  a  moiety  of  the 
^rii  tithes,  and  the  rectory  to  consist  of  the  remainder 
^f  the  com  tithes,  and  upon  that  and  the  other  state- 
ments in  the  petition,  procured  from  the  Ordinary  an 
^»tler  for  the  consolidation  of  the  rectory  and  the 
^*carage,  and  subsequently  procured  himself  to  be  in- 
stituted into  the  rectory. 

Nn  3  Mr. 
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Mr.  Rolfe^  being  now  incumbent  of  the  consolidate^^  ^ 
rectory  and  vicarage,  and  being  owner  of  the  advowson^^Dn 
and  of  the  portion,  in  the  month  of  August  1720,  solc^  M\ 
the  advowson  and  portion  to  Benjamin  Your^^  and  vm  M:  \i 
the  conveyance  the  property  conveyed  is  described,  a^^  a 
^'  the  advowson  and  also  all  that  impropriation,  bein^  ^~^{ 
one  moiety  or  half  part  of  all  that  portion  of  tithe«=^  ^& 
issuing  and  going  out  of  the  rectory  of  Necton^  to  xhmziMhi 
then  late  dissolved  monastery  of  Westacre  sometime  b^^^oe- 
longing,  and  all  the  tithes  to  the  rectory  impropriatio^Lj^oi] 
or  portion  of  tithes  belonging,  to  hold  the  advowsorB-^on, 
portion  of  tithes  and  premises  to  Benjamin  Young  if  in 
fee."  In  a  subsequent  deed,  executed  by  Benjam^^^Eun 
Youfig  on  the  10th  of  September  1723,  the  portion  is 

described,  as  ^^  all  that  impropriation,  being  one  moie^  (^     or 
half  part  of  the  great  tithes  issuing  or  going  out  of  ttf  rhe 
rectory  of  Necton;**   the  advowson  and  portion  wec-^sre 
afterwards,  on  the  16th  of  March  1735,  limited  to  t^El  ie 
use  of  Benjamin  Young  and   Mary  his  wife,  with  r — =:^ 
mainder  to  the  use  of  their  youngest  son  William  Your^^^^g 
in  fee. 


Mr.  Rolfe,  the  Rector,  lived  till  1749,  and  upon  ttr=3e 
vacancy  occasioned  by  his  death,  and  on  the  present^^^* 
tion  of  Marj/  Youngs  Thomas  Patrick  Young  was  inst— — ^*- 
tuted  to  the  rectory.  He,  by  some  means  not  statec:^^' 
became  patron  for  the  next  turn,  and  having  resigne==^=^" 
the  incumbency,  William  Young  was,  on  his  presentatioi  ^» 
instituted  to  the  rectory  on  the  7th  of  October  175^^^' 
It  is  not  shown  when  William  Young  succeeded  to  ih^^^ 
advowson  and  portion,  but  William  Young  and  Ann^  h£^  '^ 
wife,  appear  to  have  executed  deeds,  dated  the  15ih  an  -" 
16th  of  January  1788,  whereby  the  advowson  and  poi^^" 
tion  of  tithes  were  limited,  after  the  deaths  of  Williazsss=^ 
Young  and  Ann^  his  wife,  to  Thomas  Young  in  fee.  Tu^  ^ 
those  last  deeds  the  portion  is  described  as  "  the  ircr"*- 

propriatic^-*' 
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•  aforesaid,  or  portion  of  the  titlies 

^'the  rectory  to  the  late  dissolved 

•netime  appertaining."     The 

a  moiety  of  the  great  tithes 


3,  who  became  owner  of  the  advowson 

.on tinned  to  be  Rector  from  the  year  1752 

.4r   1794;  and   Thomas   Youngs  who   became 

o(  the  advowson  and  portion  in  1809,  continued 

*ie  Rector  from  the  year  1794?  to  the  year  1837  ;  and 

under  such  circumstances,  it  could  scarcely  be  expected 

to  find  evidence  of  usage  to  show  the  relative  rights  of 

Ae  rector  and  of  the  portion ist.     There  were,  indeed, 

Mitervals,  when  the  rector  was  not  owner  of  the  portion, 

namely,  a  short  time  during  the  incumbency  of  TAomas 

^'Oirick  Youngg  some  time  during  the  incumbency  of 

'^ilUam  Youngs  when  his  mother  was,  or  may  have  been 

^Wuer  of  the  portion ;  but  from  the  relation  between  the 

P^ities  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  strict  evidence 

^f  payments  and  receipts  could  not  reasonably  be  ex- 

P^ted,  and  it  is  very  improbable  that  there  should  have 

^^n  a  separate  collection  of  tithes  by  the  rector  and  the 

Portionist 


1842. 


For  twenty*eight  years  before  his  death,  Thomas 
Ycwtg  was  both  Rector  and  portionist,  and  claimed  all 
the  tithes  in  those  two  characters.  Some  of  the  occu- 
liiers  having  set  up  moduses,  he  filed  a  bill  against 
them  for  the  recovery  of  tithes,  and  stated  his  title  as 
xector  and  as  impropriator  of  a  portion,  alleging  that 
the  portion  consisted  of  a  moiety  or  thereabouts  of  the 
tithes  of  com,  and  also,  that  before  the  union,  the  vicar 
had  become  entitled  to  all  the  tithes,  except  the  tithes  of 
corn,  and  that  the  tithes  of  corn  belonged  to  the  rector 
and  to  the  portionist  in  moieties ;  and  on  the  28th  of 
^n  4  June 
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June  1824,  he  obtained  a  decree  for  the  tithes  as  claimed 
by  his  bill.  Some  accounts  and  books  were  tendered  in 
evidence  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  objected  to  by  the  De- 
fendant. I  allowed  the  entries  to  be  read  de  bene  rsse^ 
without  determining  whether  they  were  strictly  admissi- 
ble ;  and  on  consideration  of  the  other  evidence,  I  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  decide  the  point. 


It  being,  I  think,  established,  that  Thomas  Young  was 
entitled  to  a  portion  of  the  tithes  of  corn  issuing  out  of 
the  rectory,  it  appears  to  me  evident,  from  the  circum- 
stances which  I  have  stated,  that  the  portion  was  a  moiety. 
No  other  supposition  is  consistent  with  the  equal  rating, 
the  statement  in  the  petition  of  1718,  and  the  convey- 
ances of  1720  and  1723.  In  the  petition,  indeed,  the 
portion  is  called  about  a  moiety,  but  the  rating  long 
before  and  long  afterwards  leads  to  the  conclusion  of  an 
equality  of  value;  and  notwithstanding  the  comments 
made  on  the  deed  o£  August  1720,  and  which  are  very 
naturally  suggested  by  the  ambiguous  expressions  used, 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  can  be  rationally  construed  only 
as  a  description  of  a  moiety  of  the  rectorial  or  corn 
tithes ;  and  there  is  nothing  which  affords  the  least 
reason  for  thinking  that  any  thing  occurred  to  vary  the 
rights  of  the  rector  and  portionist,  at  any  time  after  the 
deed  of  1720;  under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  Thomas  Young  in  his  lifetime  was,  and 
that  the  Plaintiffs  under  his  will  and  upon  the  death  of 
Williavi  Young,  the  lunatic,  became  entitled  to  a  moiety 
of  the  corn  tithes  arising  in  this  parish. 

The  Plaintiffs  consented  to  the  commutation,  and  the 
next  question  is,  whether  by  so  doing,  they  lost  all 
remedy.  The  Tithe  Commutation  Act  (6  &  7  >K  4. 
c.  71.)  empowered  the  commissioners  to  fix  a  rent- 
charge  upon  the  lands  in  lieu  of  tithes  in  kind,  to  ap- 
portion 
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Dortion  the  rent-charge  among  the  lands  subject  to 
Jthes,  and  thereupon  to  discharge  the  lands  From  the 
iiture  payment  of  tithes,  and  as  to  some  questions  which 
:ame  before  them,  their  decision  was,  by  the  terms  of 
he  act,  to  be  final.  No  confirmed  agreement,  award, 
>r  apportionment  is  to  be  impeached  after  confirmation, 
}y  reason  of  any  mistake  or  informality  therein,  or  in 
uiy  proceeding  relating  thereto,  (a)  But  the  provisions 
3f  the  act  relate  especially  to  questions  between  tithe 
3wners  and  land  owners ;  and  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  cause 
io  not  raise  any  question  as  between  either  themselves 
3r  the  Defendant  Mr.  Yonge^  and  the  land  owners,  or 
ittempt,  in  any  way,  to  impeach  the  confirmed  agree- 
Tient  in  the  award,  or  apportionment,  as  between  the 
uthe  owners  and  land  owners.  What  is  to  be  con- 
sidered is,  whether  the  act  precludes  all  question  between 
lithe  owners  in  the  circumstances  of  these  parties.     • 


1842. 


At  the  time  of  the  agreement,  and  before  any  steps 
vrere  taken  towards  the  commutation,  Mr.  Yonge  was, 
Qnder  the  circumstances  which  have  been  stated,  in  the 
actual  possession  or  receipt  of  the  profits  of  all  the 
tithes  of  the  parish,  and  was,  therefore,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  act,  designated  the  tithe  owner,  without  any  re- 
grard  to  the  real  amount  of  his  interest.  From  this  it 
nrould  seem  to  be  clear,  that  the  commissioners  were  at 
liberty  to  proceed  in  the  exercise  of  their  authority, 
without  any  investigation  of  the  title  as  between  the  ad- 
verse claims  of  tithe  owners,  in  cases  where  one  person 
«vas  actually  in  the  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  tithes  ;  and  it  is  afterwards  provided 
by  the  seventy-first  section,  that  any  person  having  any 
interest  or  claim  to  any  tithes  before  the  passing  of  the 
set,  shall  have  the  same  right  to  or  claim  on  the  rent- 
charge 
\fi)  Sect.  66. 
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charge  for  which  the  same  was  commuted ;  and  having 
regard  to  these  provisions,  I  think  that  it  cannot  have 
been  intended  to  exclude  from  further  investigation  a 
case,  in  which  there  was,  before  the  award,  a  just  title 
to  tithes,  which  hy  accident  and  mistake  was  not  brought 
forward  till  after  the  award  was  made.  The  Rector  has, 
in  fact,  obtained  that  which  was  the  right  of  the  Plain- 
tifis,  and  which  they  could  have  obtained  if  they  had 
claimed  it  There  was  no  error  of  the  commissioners, 
for  the  Plaintifis  made  no  claim  before  them,  and  the 
award,  as  between  the  tithe  owners  and  the  tithe  payers, 
with  respect  to  the  amount  of  rent  charge  to  be  paid 
is  final. 


The  case  is  attended  with  considerable  diflScuIty,  but 
on  the  best  consideration  which  I  have  been  able  to 
give  to.  the  act,  I  think  that  the  Plaintifis  are  not  pre- 
cluded from  seeking  to  establish,  in  this  Court,  a  claim 
to  a  portion  of  the  rent  charge  commensurate  with  the 
proportionate  value  of  their  portion  of  tithes,  which  was 
a  part  of  the  consideration  for  which  the  rent  charge 
was  given.  I  therefore  think  it  right  to  declare,  that 
the  Plaintifi*s  were,  previously  to  the  award  of  the  com- 
missioners, entitled  in  fee  to  one  moiety  of  the  corn 
tithes  payable  within  the  parish,  and  that  they  are  now 
entitled  to  a  share  of  the  rent  charge  for  which  the 
whole  tithes  arising  within  the  parish  have  been  com- 
muted, bearing  such  proportion  to  the  whole  rent  charge, 
as  the  value  of  one  moiety  of  the  corn  tithes,  at  the  time 
of  the  commutation,  bore  to  the  value  of  all  the  tithes 
arising  within  the  parish  at  the  same  time.  Having  re- 
gard to  that  declaration,  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  ascer- 
tain what  share  of  the  said  rent  charge  the  Plaintifis  are 
entitled  to,  and  let  the  Master  take  an  account  of  the 
rent  charge  which* has  been  received  by  the  Defendant 
since  the  filing  of  the  bill,  and  ascertain  and  state  what 

is 
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is  dae  to  the  Plaintiffs  for  their  share  thereof.  It  ap- 
pears to  me  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  any 
farther  account. 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  foundation  for  the 
charge,  that  the  Defendant  had  notice  of  the  Plainti£&' 
right  before  it  was  discovered  by  the  Plaintiffs  them- 
selves, and  the  claim  was  actually  made ;  and  consider- 
ing the  circumstances  under  which  the  Defendant  was 
put  into  possession  of  all  the  tithes  and  of  the  whole 
rent  charge,  I  think  that  the  Defendant  was  justified  in 
requiring  the  claim  to  be  established  by  a  legal  proceed- 
ing; and  although  it  might  have  been  wished  that  some 
of  his  means  of  defence  had  not  been  resorted  to,  yet, 
considering  that  the  error  and  mistake  was  the  Plaintiffs, 
that  the  necessity  of  coming  here  was  entirely  owing  to 
their  omission  to  look  into  their  own  title  before  they 
consented  to  the  award,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  must 
pay  the  costs  of  this  suit 
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The  Defendant,  William  Yonge,  the  Rector,  received 
the  whole  of  the  tithes  from  the  time  of  his  induction  in 
April  1838,  but  never  accounted  to  William  Youngs  the 
impropriator,  for  his  moiety  of  the  corn  tithes. 

William  Young  died  in  Feh'uary  1840. 

The  bill  in  the  second  suit  of  Young  v.  Yonge^  was 
filed  by  the  administrator  of  William  Yonng  to  recover 
from  the  Defendant  the  value  of  the  portion  received  by 
him  io  the  lifetime  of  William  Youngs  the  lunatic. 

The  other  circumstances  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
statement  of  the  former  case. 


Mr. 
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Mr.  Pemberton^  Mr.  'Boieler^  and  Mr.  Eagle  for  Htm. 
PlaintifT.     William  Youngs  the  lunatic,  and  the  Defenfl 
ant  were  joint  tenants,  and  the  Defendant,  having  r^ 
ceived  the  whole  tithe,  is  liable  to  account  to  IVilliar- 
Youv^s  executor.     The  occupier  was  not  bound  to  d£ 
vide  the  tithe,  but  merely  to  set  it  out.     Stileman  v= 
Cromer,  {a)     ^^  Debt  sur  2  E.  6  per  cinque  parsons  dw 
Suitsom.     Sont  deux  pensionary  priests,  k  les  parishion^ 
ers  ont  use  per  40  ans  de  set  out  les  several  portionss 
mes  ore  de  set  out  le  Tithe  generalment :  si  diens  I'es- 
tatute ;  quia  il  lay  out  son  Tithe  mixt,  nient  en  severalti 
Adjoumaiw\  per  auter  Report  fuit  adjudg,  que  parish- 
ioner n'est  lya  a  devide  ceo  en  moyetyes  :  mes  les  parson: 
devidera  enter  eux  mesmes,"  and  the  Defendant  having 
taken   more   than    his  share,   is   accountable    to    th^- 
Plaintiff. 


-J-M. 


Mr.  Kindersley   and    Mr.  Motitaguej    conirh.      Th^^ 
PlaintiflF ought  to  go  against  the  occupier,  who,  if  he  ha^  - 
paid  to  a  wrong  hand,  was  not  discharged  by  the  pay — 
ment,  and  still  remains  liable.     A  party  cannot  come 
into  equity  to  recover  back  tithes  paid  to  a  stranger 
claiming  under  an  adverse  title,  and  who  is  not  a  trustee-ii^  ^ 
The  Bishop  of  St,  Asaph  v.  Williams  (i) ;  Drummond  v^ 
The  Duke  of  St.  Albans  [c) ;    PuLieney  v.    Warren  (rf)  ^ 
Edwards    v.    Morgan,  (e)       If   the    Plaintiff  has 
right  against  the  Defendant,  it  is  by  action  at  law,  not 
by  suit  in  equity.     The  parties  could  not  have  taken 
joint  tenants,  because  their  interests  did  not  vest  at  the 
same  time.     Woodgate  v.  Unwin.  {g) 


TJte  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  was  of  opinion 
that  this  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


(fl)  Laich^  228. 
{h)  Jacob,  349. 
(c)  5  r«.4.32. 


(d)  6  Vei,  75. 

(e)  M'CMand^  554. 
(g)  4  Sim.  129. 


/ 
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1842. 

BOUTCHER  V.  BRANSCOMBE.  Nov.  3. 10. 

■^HIS  was  an  application  to  take  an  amended  bill  The  i7th 

*-    oflF  the  file  for  irregularity,  in  not  complying  with  ^^tl^lxdoe^ 

e  17th  Order  of  August  184L  {a)     That  order  directs,  not  require  a 

&hat  the  interrogatories  contained  in  the  interrogating  prefixed  to 

iTt  of  the  bill  shall  be  divided  as  conveniently  as  may  ?ach  separate 
_  11  1  t         1  .1  interrogatory, 

r^  from  each  other,  and  numbered  consecutively  1,  2,  S,  but  merely 

c*,  and  the  interrogatories  which  each  Defendant  is  ^u^fivf^- 

c^uired  to  answer,  shall  be  specified  in  a  note  at  the  vided  as  con- 

ot  of  the  bill,  in  the  form  or  to  the  effect  follow-  ^^"''^^^"* 

g,"  &c.  where  a 

Defendant  is 
called  on  to 

"The  bill,  in  this  case,  was  filed  airainst  a  single  De-  answer  an  in- 
.  ,  terrogatory  of 

r^dant,  and  was  of  considerable  length.     The  ques-  a  specified 

>^s  in  the  interrogating  part  were   very  numerous,  ""™^''»  ^^ 

M.X  were  divided  into  ten  numbers  only.     Each  number  all  the  suc- 

^miprised  very  many  distinct  interrogatories,  and  in  one  ScmJ"un^i]^he 

stance  included  about  forty  folios,  and  about  sixty  comesrtothe 

next  number. 
m«tlons.  Where  the 

*  Interroga- 

^«     ««..,,      .  r    1  .  tories  are  not 

JAt.  Ktndersley  m  support  of  the  motion.  properly  num- 

bered, the 
The  Plaintiff  has  not  complied  with  the  directions  Court  will  stay 

^    the   17th  Order.     The  interrogatories  "  are  to  be  Sntfuiie"&e- 

^'^ided  as  conveniently  as  may  be  from  each  other,  and  "^ral  Order 

f^.  has  been  com* 

^  mbered  consecutively  1,  2,  3,  &c."      These  interro-  piled  with. 

^^ories  have  not  been  divided  as  conveniently  as  might 

^»  and  have  not  been  numbered  consecutively  1,  2,  3, 

<^*,  for  one  number  covers  a  long  series  of  interro- 

^t^ories.     This  is  an   attempt  to  evade  the  order;  a 

Defendant 

(ff)  Ord.  Can.  169. 
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1842.        Defendant  has  a  right  to  be  distinctly  informed  what, 
interrogatories   he  is  required  to-  answer  ;  but  if  om 
number  be  prefixed  to  ten  distinct  questions,  how  ca 
Branscombe.  |,g  j^„Q^  whether  it  is  merely  the  first,  or  the  whol 
series  which  he  is  required  to  answer  ? 

The  proper  mode  of  objecting,  is  to  move  to  take 
the  bill  off  the  file. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Pryor^  contrh. 

The  Plaintiff  has  complied  with  the  order,  and  don 
more,  for  there  being  a  sole  Defendant,  he  need  nol 
have  numbered  the  interrogatories  at  aU. 

The  object  of  the  general  order  must  not  be  1 
sight  of.     It  was  made  in  order  to  limit  a  Defendant*! 
answer  to   those  portions  only   of  the   interrogatorii 
which  related  to  him,  and  in  order  that  his  office  co| 
might  not  comprise  interrogatories  which  the  Plaintil 
did  not  require  him  to  answer.     Where  there  is  ones 
Defendant   only,    the   reason  does  not  apply,    as  the 
Plaintiff  interrogates  only  that  part  which  he  desires  to 
have  answered.     He  requires  from  a  sole  Defendant  an 
answer  to  every  interrogatory. 

If  there  has  not  been  a  compliance  with  the  order, 
it  would  not  be  the  proper  course  to  take  the  bill  off 
the  file. 

Mr.  Kmdo'sley  in  reply. 

There  was   another    object    in   making   this  order, 
which  was  this,   that  the  Plaintiff,   in  taking  exceptions, 
might   by  referring  to   the   numbers  prefixed,   conve-  • 
niently  specify  the  portion  to  which  his  objection  re- 
lated.    He  might  say  the  Defendant  has  not  fully  an- 
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^wered  the  tenth  interrogatory,  but  that  object  would        1842. 
ht  defeated  if  sixty  questions  were  comprised  in  the     ^r^"^^^^"^^ 

-^     ^  ^       ^  BOUTCHER 

tenth  interrogatory,  nine-tenths   of  which  might  have  v. 

been  fully  answered  by  the  Defendant.  Bbanscombi, 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  shall  enquire  whether  this  point  has  occurred   in 
arijr  other  branch  of  the  Court.     I  must  own,  however, 
I  w^as  considerably  surprised  to  find  the  way  in  which 
tile  case  was  put.     It  has  been  argued  as  if  there  was 
an     order  directing  that  every  question  should  be  se- 
parately  and   distinctly  numbered ;   that  the   Plaintiff 
is    x:iot  to  be  at  liberty  to  insert  in  the  interrogatories 
th^     word   ^*  whether,"   without   having  a  correspond- 
^^S    number  immediately  preceding  it.     That  is  not 
tli^    order.     The  order  is  that  the  interrogatories  are 
**>     be  divided  **as  conveniently  as  may  be,"  and  then 
"^^oabered.     For  what  purpose  was  this  to   be  done? 
-Pireviously  to  these  general  orders,  a  practice  had  arisen 
^'^  drawing  bills,  to  call  upon  each  and  every  Defendant 
^^     answer  all  the  matters  and  interrogatories  in  the 
^Ul9    whether   such  Defendants   had  or  had   not   any 
interest  in  or  knowledge  of  the  subject  of  the  allegations 
^'^  interrogatories.      The  object  no  doubt  of  the  order 
^^^s  to  prevent  that  abuse,  and  to  enable  each  De- 
*^iidant  to  know  distinctly  what  part  of  the  bill  he  was 
''^cjuired  to  answer,  in  order  that  he  might  be  exempted 
^^^na  all  charge  of  insufficiency  when  he  paid  no  regard 
^  the  interrogatories  with  which  he  was  not  concerned. 
^*^at  was  the  object  of  the  17th  Order. 

"Xhis  is  the  case  of  a  single  Defendant.     In  words 

.^^    Hoay  be  included  in  the  order;  but  I  shall  inquire 

^^ether  this  matter  has  been  discussed  or  decided  else- 

^^xere,  in  order  that  there  may  be  an  uniform  rule  upon 

the 
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1842.        the  subject.     I  must,  however,  now  declare  my  opiDionH--si, 
that  there  is  no  rule  of  the  Court  requiring  the  plaiotitiknst, 
V.  in  drawing  his  bill,  to  [add  a  number  to  every  sentenc  --  ^^ 

Branbcombe.  ^f  ^j^g  interrogating  part  which  is  preceded  by  the  wor^i-  — rrd 
**  whether."  The  division  is  to  be  made  in  as  coii  :ai- 
venient  manner  as  may  be,  for  the  purpose  of  enablin  ^/ag 
each  Defendant  to  see  what  it  is  necessary  for  him  t^vno 
answer. 

I  think  also  that  when  a  defendant  is  called  upon  Ir  J>y 
the  bill  to  answer  an  interrogatory  of  a  specified  numbe  -^^r, 
such  number  must,  of  necessity,  comprise  all  the  quer.  -^ss- 
tions  which  follow,  until  you  come  to  the  next  number — :^« 

I  am  called  upon  to  assume,  that  the  Plaintiff  hms.  *^ 
inserted  interrogatories  in  his  bill  for  no  purpose  wha  -^^^' 
ever ;  and  because  some  of  them  are  not  immediateK^  '^'y 
preceded  by  a  number,  therefore  no  answer  at  all  is  t^'  ^^ 
be  put  in  to  them,  notwithstanding  the  Plaintiff  has  pi-^  "^ 
those  particular  questions  to  this  one  Defendant. 

I  must  say,  whatever  may  be  the  ultimate  decisior  :^^i 
the  proposition  to  take  the  bill  off  the  file  seems  pei 
fectly  extravagant;  all  I  could  do  would  be,  to  sta 
the  proceedings   until   the    Plaintiff  amended   his   i 
terrogatories  by  inserting  the  numbers  that  might 
required. 


yov.  10.  The  Master  of  ike  Rolls. 

Upon  inquiry,  I  do  not  find  that  the  I7th  Order  o 
the  26th  oi  August  1841  has  been  brought  under  th* 
consideration  of  any  of  the  Judges. 

The  complaint  is,  that  each  question  comprised  in  ali 
the  interrogatories  to  an  amended  bill  against  a  singl 

Defendani 


Brakscombe. 
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tefendant  has  not  been  separately  numbered.     The        1842. 
lestions  being  very  numerous,  they  are  divided  from     ^^"^^^ 
ich  other  by  only  ten  numbers,  each  number  being  «. 

llowed  by  many  interrogatories,  which  are  not  sepa- 
itely  numbered  or  divided  from  each  other  by  num- 
ers ;  and  the  Defendant  complains,  that  he  does  not 
now  whether  he  ought  or  ought  not  to  answer  more 
lan  the  single  and  distinct  interrogatory  which  follows 
ich  number. 

The  order  directs,  that  the  interrogatories  shall  be 
ivided  as  conveniently  as  may  be  from  each  other  and 
umbered  consecutively. 

The  purpose  was  plainly  to  make  it  incumbent  upon 
ie  Plaintiff  to  distinguish  what  particular  interroga- 
)ries  were  to  be  answered  by  each  one  of  several  De- 
mdants. 

The  mode  of  securing  that  object  is,  to  direct  the 
iterrogatories  to  be  conveniently  numbered  in  every  case. 
?he  numbers  afford  easy  and  certain  means  of  making 
lie  required  distinction,  and  the  direction  to  make 
bem  without  exception  occasions  little,  if  any,  addi- 
ional  trouble  or  expense,  and  may  contribute  to  secure 
be  constant  observance  of  the  order. 

In  the  case  of  a  single  Defendant  the  reason  for  mak- 
ng  a  distinction  amongst  the  interrogatories  does  not 
.pply.  The  objection  appears  to  me  to  be  frivolous.  All 
he  interrogatories  are  to  be  answered  by  the  same  per- 
on,  whether  they  are  separately  numbered  or  not ;  but 
15  the  order  directs  a  form  of  which  the  numbers  are  a 
)art,  the  question  is,  whether  the  direction  to  divide  the 
nterrogatories  as  conveniently  as  may  be  from  each 
>ther  has  been  observed.     The  principle  of  division 

Vol.  V.  O  o  which 
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1842.        which  has  been  adopted  in  this  particular  case  has  been 
■S^^^^"^     to  distinguish   by  separate   numbers  the  new  interro- 
V.  gatories  from  those  which  are  amendments  of  the  old 

interrogatories,  and  the  appIicatioiT  of  it  must  be  con- 
venient to  the  Defendant. 


Bramscombb. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  the  directions  contained  in  the 
orders  have  been  sufficiently  observed,  and  that  neither 
the  orders  nor  the  purpose  for  which  the  orders  were 
made,  require  the  Plaintiff  to  number  the  interrogatories 
any  otherwise  than  he  has  done. 

This  motion  appears  to  me  to  be  unreasonable  and 
vexatious,  and  I  therefore  refuse  it  with  costs. 


Kov. 9. 15. 26.  BENSON  V.  HADFIELD. 

The  Plaintiffs    TriHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  general  de- 

X^X  and  a  murrer  to  the  whole  bill, 

their  foreign 

fli?ents  *  A   rfi^ 

tired,  and  the        The  bill  was  filed  by  the  four  Directors  of  the  Bakia 
appointeVi?"  Steam  Navigation  Company,  and  the  substance  of  it  was 

C,  and  D.        as  follows :  — 

agents.    The 

transactions 

being  separate,       In  February  1838,  William  Duff*  vf  as  entitled  to  the 

bin  for  an  ac-   ^^^lusive  privilege  of  the  navigation  of  certain  parts  of 
count  of  the  Bakia, 

two  agencies 

was  multifarious  as  regarded  A.;  but  sembie^  if  the  dealings  had  not  been  separate, 
but  n  mere  continuation,  the  decision  would  have  been  otherwise. 

}V.  1),  assigned  an  exclusive  trading  privilege  to  a  trustee  for  a  company  in  con- 
sideration of  receiving  one  fifth  of  the  clear  profits.  The  directors  were  to  bare 
the  exclusive  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  company.  Held  that  W.D.  was  not 
a  necessary  party  to  a  suit  respecting  the  dealings  between  the  directors  and  a  third 
party. 

A  demurrer  on  two  grounds  failed  as  to  one  and  succeeded  as  to  the  other.  No 
costs  were  given. 
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Mia^  for  ten  years,  under  a  grant  obtained  from  the 

>vernment  of  Brazil,  and  also  to  the  benefit  of  certain       ;n^^j^ 

ivigation  contracts  entered   into   with  that   govern-  v. 

^j^^  Hadfibld. 

In  June  1S38,  the  four  Plaintiff  and  other  persons 
itablished  a  company,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
system  of  steam  navigation  in  the  bay  and  waters  of 
le  province  of  Bahia,  and  elsewhere  along  the  coast  of 
*razil,  and  which  was  called  "  The  Bahia  Steam  Na- 
gation  Company." 

By  an  indenture  dated  in  September  1838,  Duff' sua" 
gned  all  his  interest  in  these  contracts  and  privileges 
f  a  trustee  for  the  company.  Duff,  as  a  consideration, 
as  to  receive  3000/.  from  the  company  from  the  instal- 
lents  on  the  shares,  and  a  fifth  share  of  the  net  profits 
fter  payment  of  the  dividends  and  other  expenses. 

Tlie  deed  of  settlement,  which  recited  the  assignment 
rom  Dufff  contained  the  usual  clauses  that  the  Directors 
bouid  have  the  exclusive  management  of  the  affairs  of 
he  company. 

In  1838,  four  of  the  Defendants,  William  Hadfield^ 
Iharles  G.  Hadfieldj  Anthony  J.  Armando^  and  Robert 
W.  Woodi  carried  on  the  business  of  merchants  both  at 
[dverpool  and  Bahia,  under  the  firm,  at  Liverpool,  of 
'dadfield^  Wood  and  Co.,  and  at  Bahia,  of  Armando, 
'■ladfieldj  and  Wood. 

In  September  1838,  the  Directors  of  the  company 
igreed  with  the  Liverpool  firm,  that  the  Bahia  firm 
should  be  the  agents  of  the  company  there,  with  a  com- 
nission  for  their  services. 

Oo  2  In 
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1842.  In  April  1840  Wood  retired,  and  the  other  two  De- 

fendants, Jose  M.  Braga  and  Manoel  P.  Rozas  became 
partners  with  Messrs.  Hadfields  and  Armando^  and  these 
five  Defendants  carried  on  the  business  together,  under 
the  same  firms^  till  September  1841,  when  Braga  and 
Rozas  retired.  From  that  period  the  business  had  been 
carried  on  by  the  two  Hadfields  and  Armando^  under 
the  firm  of  Hadfields  and  Armando  at  Liverpool^  and 
Armando^  HadJUld  and  Co.  at  Bahia. 

By  a  letter,  dated  the  12th  of  August  1841,  the  com- 
pany determined  the  agency  of  Armando^  Hadfidd  and 
Co.,  who,  however,  acted  until  October  1841,  when  the 
new  agents  of  the  company  commenced  acting.  The 
former  agents,  however,  refused  to  deliver  the  property 
of  the  company  in  their  possession. 

The  bill  stated  transactions  of  business,  by  means 
of  which  the  parties  in  BaJiia  became  indebted  to  the 
Plaintiffs ;  but  it  was  not  very  clearly  stated  in  the  bill, 
whether  the  agencies  and  dealings  between  the  PIainti£ 
and  the  several  firms  had  been  separate  and  distinct,  or 
mere  continuations  of  the  original  arrangements.  The 
Court,  however  (a)  (taking  the  statements  most  against 
the  pleader),  held  them  separate,  and  it  is  therefore 
not  necessary  to  detail  the  circumstances  afiecting  that 
point 

The  bill  was  filed  against  Wood  and  the  other  partners, 
and  charged,  that  the  Defendants  ought  to  account  for 
what  they  or  any  of  them  had  received  since  their 
agency  was  determined.  It  prayed  an  account  of  all 
the  dealings  and  transactions  between  the  said  Defend- 
ants, or  any  of  them,  as  constituting  the  said  firms  of 

Armando^ 
(a)  See  jE>o#/,  554. 


Haofibld. 
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irmandOf  Hadfields  and  Woodj  and  Armando^  Hadfields        1842. 
lid   Co.,  as  agents    of  the  Bahia  Steam  Navigation     ^^^^^"'^ 
IJompany,  and  all  sums  of  money  possessed  and  re-     ^^    v. 
eived  by  the  said  Defendants  respectively,  or  by  any 
•f  them,  &c. 

The  Defendant  Wood  put  in  a  demurrer  to  this  bill 
pon  two  grounds :  1st,  for  multifariousness ;  and,  2dly, 
ecause  Mr.  Duff  had  not  been  made  a  party. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Lewis,  in  support  of  the  de- 
lurrer.  This  bill  is  multifarious.  It  seeks  to  have  the 
ccounts  taken  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  three  distinct 
rms.  Two  agencies  with  different  parties  cannot 
e  comprised  in  one  bill,  for  the  Defendants  have  no 
ommon  interest ;  here,  Wood  has  no  interest  whatever 
1  the  transactions  which  took  place  after  his  retirement 
1  jlpril  1840,  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other  De- 
•iidants. 

Secondly,  Dijff  is  a  necessary  party ;  for  though  the 
)irectors  may  represent  the  company,  they  do  not  re- 
iresent  Duffl  who  has  a  material  interest  in  the  accounts 

0  be  taken  in  this  suit. 

Mr.  Pemberion,  Mr.  G.  Turner,  and  Mr.  Piggott,  coti- 
ra.  The  rule  of  pleading  as  to  multifariousness  does 
lot  require  that  every  Defendant  shall  be  interested  in 
jvery  portion  of  the  relief.  In  Campbell  v.  MacJcay  (a), 
4.  and  B.  were  trustees  under  one  deed,  C.  and  Z>. 
mder  a  second,  and  A.,  B.,  and  C  were  trustees  under 

1  will.     It  was  held  that  a  bill,  by  the  children  en- 
titled under  the  three  instruments,  against  A.,  B.,  C, 
uid  D*j  for  an  account  and  administration  of  the  pro- 
perty 

(a)  1  Myh  4-  Or.  605. 
Oo  S 
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1842.        perty  comprised  in  the  two  deeds  and  will  was  not  mul- 
tifarious. 


Bbnsoh 

V, 

Hadfield. 


It  is  always  a  question  of  convenience,  and  it  would 
be  most  inconvenient  to  split  these  matters  and  make 
them  the  subject  of  three  distinct  suits.  The  agencies 
were  not  distinct  and  separate  appointments,  but  mere 
continuations  of  the  first.  It  will  be  necessary,  also,  to 
ascertain  what  was  due  to  the  PlaintifTs  at  the  dis- 
solution of  the  first  firm,  in  order  to  see  what  is  to  be 
charged  against  the  second,  as  fi*om  its  commencement ; 
so  the  balance  handed  over  to  the  third  can  only  be 
known  by  taking  the  accounts  of  the  second  partner- 
ship. It  is  manifestly  the  most  convenient,  where  the 
other  Defendants  are  interested  in  the  whole  accounts, 
to  include  the  whole  matter  in  one  suit. 

Ihtff  was  no  party  to  the  contract  between  the  Plain- 
tiffs and  the  Defendants ;  though  entitled  to  a  share  in 
the  clear  profits,  he  is  not  a  partner.  To  hold  that  be 
was  a  necessary  party  to  this  suit  would  be  to  lay  down 
that  he  must  be  a  party  to  all  litigation  between  the 
Directors  and  every  other  person  with  whom  they  may 
have  had  dealings. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  in  reply. 


Nov.  26.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  came  on  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  bill, 
filed  by  the  Defendant  Wood.  He  objects  to  the  bill  on 
two  grounds,  first,  because  he  says  there  are  not  proper 
parties  to  the  bill,  and  next  because  the  bill  is  multi- 
farious. 

Upon 
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Upon  the  question  of  parties,  it  seems,  that  a  person        1842. 
of  the  name  of  WiUiam  Ihcff  is  entitled  to  a  certain     ^T'^'^ 
share  of  the  profits  arising  from  carrying  on  the  con-  o. 

cern:  for  by  the  agreement  between  him  and  the  '^a^"*"^- 
persons  by  whom  this  company  was  formed,  the  profits 
arising  from  the  general  transactions  of  the  trade  were 
to  be  distributed  in  such  a  manner  that  Mr.  WiUiam 
Duff'  had  an  interest  in  a  portion  of  those  profits.  Mr. 
/>t^  was  not  to  interfere  with  the  business  of  the  con- 
cern, for,  according  to  an  arrangement  between  the 
parties,  the  business  was  to  be  carried  on  by  the  Direc- 
tors, and  according  to  the  terms  of  their  agreement  they 
were  to  deal  in  such  manner  as  they  thought  fit;  and  in 
short  they  were  at  liberty  to  deal  like  any  other  com- 
pany with  other  persons  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
on  the  business  of  the  concern.  In  carrying  on  the 
business  of  the  concern,  they  entered  into  a  particular 
contract  with  one  of  the  firm  or  partnership  in  which 
the  Defendant  was  a  partner.  The  nature  of  that  pro- 
ceeding is  set  forth  in  this  bill.  The  firm  of  Armando 
and  Co.  was  to  represent  the  company  upon  all  occa- 
sions, to  promote  and  protect  its  interest,  to  advise  and 
assist  the  officers  and  clerks,  and  all  persons  in  their 
employ,  and  to  have  the  control  of  them,  under  such 
limitations  and  instructions  as  should,  from  time  to  time, 
be  transmitted  by  the  Directors;  they  were  to  distribute 
2000  shares,  reserved  for  the  Brazilsj  amongst  such 
persons  as  should  be  deemed  most  advantageous  to  the 
company ;  were  to  receive  the  deposits  and  instalments, 
and  also  to  receive  from  the  captains  and  superintendent 
the  earnings  of  the  vessels,  and  to  remit  all  monies  to  the 
order  of  the  Directors.  For  these  purposes  they  entered 
into  particular  contracts ;  and  the  question  which  arises 
here  is  simply  this,  whether  the  Directors  are  to  have 
an  account  of  any  of  the  dealings  which  they  entei-ed 
into  with   any  persons  in   relation    to    the    business 

O  o  4  carried 
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1842.  carried  on,  without  Mr.  Jytxff  being  a  party  to  the     .^mc- 

^^^^"^  count     It  is  said  he  has  an  interest  in  the  profits.       Jtle 
Bbnson  *^ 

V.  has  an  interest  in  the  ultimate  general  profits  of    *K.]3e 

«  Haofield 


concern,  but  he  has  no  interest  in  any  particular  tra^srss- 
actions,  otherwise  than  as  they  affect  the  general  accovjant 
on  which  the  ultimate  profits  will  be  shown.     The  pxro 
position,  however,  is,  that  the  Directors  of*  the  compa^xsy 
are  to  have  no  dealings  with  anybody,  and  no  redir^ss 
from  this  Court  in  respect  of  any  dealings,  unless  tfcm^y 
make  party  to   the  suit  Mr.  William  Duff^   who  I:^^^ 
contracted  to  give  them  the  whole  and  sole  managem  ^^vit 
of  the  concern,  the  right  to  settle  accounts  and  to  car^H^ 
on  all  the  dealings  of  the  concern.     They  are  not,        ^^ 
short,  to  have  any  account  from  anybody  in  this  Co«J"-  ■^ 
without  the  participation  of  Mr.  Duff.     The  argum^^^^^^ 
must  go  further,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  agents  w^  2  '^^ 
whom  the  Directors  may  have  had  any  transactions  ^m^'^^ 
not  to  have  a  right  to  enforce  their  own  contracts  agai^'^'  ^^ 
the  Directors  if  such  Directors  choose  to  object,  tl:^^  ^^ 
Mr.  Duff  is  not  a  party.     I  am  of  opinion  this  Coa-^-  ^^ 
has  never  gone  such  a  length  as  to  make  it  necess^  '^^ 
for  a  person  in  the  situation  of  Mf.  Duff  io  be  a  pa^^'^y 
to  a  bill  like  the  present     I  think,  therefore,  that  th^  ^^ 
part  of  the  demurrer  fails. 

With  respect  to  the  other  ground  of  demurrer,  t^-^^^ 
case  stands  thus :  a  certain  firm  established  at  Bahf 
became  in  the  month  of  November  1838,  the  agents 
the  company.     That  firm  consisted  of  four   persoi 
William  Hadfield,  Robert  Wood,  Charles  Hadfield^  ai 
Anthony  Armando,  and  they  continued  to  be  the  agen 
until  the  25th  of  April  1840.     Upon  that  day,   M^ 
Wood,  who   is   here   the  demurring   part}',   ceased 
he  a  partner  in  that  firm,  and  two  other  persons,  nam 
Braga  and  Rozas,  then    became  partners.     After 
25th  of  April  1840  the  partners  constituting  the  ner 

firfl 
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firm  acted  as  agents,  and  they  continued  to  do  so  until,  1842. 
I  think,  the  month  of  October  1841,  new  agents  having 
l^een  appointed  by  the  Plaintiffs  by  the  letter  of  Atdgust 
[841,  who  began  to  act  in  the  month  of  October  1841. 
There  was  between  Atigust  and  October  another  change 
n  the  partnership  firm  of  those  agents,  for  on  the 
Ith  of  September  1841  Braga  and  Bjozos  ceased  to  be 
laitners. 

Now  considering  the  nature  of  this  agency,  as 
et  forth  in  the  bill,  there  is,  as  it  appears  to  me,  a 
ery  great  probability  that  the  agency  transactions 
^hich  had  been  commenced  whilst  the  partnership  was 
onstituted  in  one  particular  mode,  were,  as  to  many  of 
hem,  continued,  from  time  to  time,  during  the  whole 
eries  of  the  dealings.  And  I  can  very  well  conceive  a 
Bse  properly  stated,  in  which  it  would  be  quite  neces- 
ary,  and  it  may  ultimately  be  quite  necessary  in  this 
Bse,  to  continue  any  person  who  was  a  partner  in  one 
f  these  agency  firms,  a  party  to  this  cause  by  which 
hiese  accounts  are  to  be  taken.  The  continuing  part* 
«rs,  it  is  plain,  have  treated  it  as  a  matter  of  that  sort, 
>r  firom  the  statement  of  the  bill,  one  account  was  ren« 
ered  of  the  transactions  that  took  place  from  November 
838  to  the  beginning  of  July  1839 :  that  was  agreed  to 
»e  right  by  all  parties,  and  must  have  been  right,  be- 
a^use^  during  that  time,  no  alteration  took  place  in  the 
Irm;  but  after  the  alteration  had  taken  place  in  the 
trm,  and  in  the  month  of  July  1841,  there  was  an  ac- 
count rendered  by  Armando^  who  was  a  partner  in  both 
inns,  though  constituted  of  different  sets  of  partners, 
vhich  continued  the  transactions,  as  I  understand  the 
statement  in  this  bill,  from  the  beginning  of  July  1839 
intil  the  month  of  May  1841 ;  that  is,  continuing  it  on 
'^'Ough  the  time  when  the  change  had  taken  place  in 
^^  month  of  April  1840.    It  seems  to  me  therefore 

probable, 
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1842. 


Benson 

V. 

Hadfield. 


probable,  that  there  was  snch  a  continuation  of  transa 
tions  as  would  make  it  proper  to  have  all  these  persoi 
parties,  and  it  was  strongly  argued  to  be  so  on  the  f» 
of  the  bill. 


It 

iz 

I 

y 


At  the  time  the  demurrer  was  argued,  I  certainly  hE^d 
some  considerable  doubt  with  respect  to  the  frame  ^of 
the  bill,  how  far  it  contained  such  allegations  as  appeal 
to  render  it  necessary  to  continue  as  parties  to  the  si 
the  different  persons  parties  to  the  tranaactions.  I  ha* 
read  the  bill  carefully  for  that  purpose,  and  I  think 
does  not  contain  such  allegations;  on  the  contrary, 
think  the  allegations  (which  ought  to  be  taken  strong 
against  the  pleader)  such,  that  if  they  were  sustaim 
would  show  that  there  was  a  separate  dealing  with  oir"^^ 
firm  up  to  the  25th  of  April  1840,  and  a  distinct  deaa^^' 
ing  with  the  other  afler  that  time.  The  bill  certain^^B.3r 
does  seek  to  charge  all  the  parties,  and  among  the^K^*^ 
Mr.  Woody  with  the  separate  transactions  which  coi 
menced  subsequently  to  the  time  when  he  ceased  to 
a  partner.  That  being  the  nature  of  the  allegations,  ^ 
think,  as  regards  Mr.  Woody  it  is  multifarious  as  it  n<^  "^"^ 
stands,  and  I  must  allow  the  demurrer  for  multifariou  -s^"* 
ness,  giving  to  the  Plaintiffs  leave  to  amend. 


The  question  of  costs  (a)  having  been  mentioned. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  as  one  of  tfc^  ^ 
grounds  of  the  demurrer  had  succeeded  while  the  oth^^^*" 
had  failed,  he  should  give  no  costs,  (b) 


(a)  Ord.Can.  17. 


{b)  Davis  v.  Beid,  5  Sim.  443. 
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BODDINGTON  v.  WOODLEY.  {a)  ^^^  " 

iilS  was  a  motion  to  dispauper  the  Defendant.     It  An  officer 

appeared  that  the  Defendant  was  a  commander  in  l!!!'"!!?.^!;. 
**  ^  pay  umount- 

lavy,  and  entitled  to  half  pay,  amounting  to  150/.  a  ing  to  i5o/.  a 
.  He  was  now,  and  bad  been  since  Februaty  1841,  a  not  alienable)^ 

mer  in  the  Fleet,  and  there  were  several  attachments  ^^^^  "^t  be 
J  .         ,  .       ^  .  1  ,  allowed  to 

d  agamst  him  tor  sums  amounting  altogether  to  proceed  m 

It  800/.     Being  desirous  of  taking  the  benefit  of  the  Z®''?^  P"^^ 
°  °  peru,  and  that 

[vent  Debtors*  Act,  a  vesting  order  of  his  estate  notwlthstand- 
effects  had  been  made  on  the  5th  of  Jme  184L  j^en^theV- 
he  2d  of  Jufy  his  schedule  was  filed.     It  also  ap-  nefitofthe 
•d  that  since  the  Defendant  had  been  taken  to  the 
,  he  had  received  from  friends  several  hundred 
ds  as  donations.     He  had  a  wife  and  seven  chil- 


1  the  5th  of  September  1 842  the  Defendant  obtained 
;der  to  defend  this  suit  in  Jbrmd  pauperis,  upon  the 
i  affidavit  that  he  was  not  worth  5L  after  payment 
i  just  debts,  his  wearing  apparel  and  the  matters  in 
ion  in  the  cause  only  excepted. 

16  Plaintiff  now  moved  that  the  order  of  the  5th  of 
mber  1842  might  be  discharged. 

r.  Eldertoti,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

[le  Defendant  is  still  entitled  to  his  half  pay,  oi 
h  he  cannot  by  charge  or  assignment  deprive  him- 
being  in  possession  and  receipt  of  this  income,  he 
It  not  to  be  permitted  to  defend  in  forma  pauperis. 

Mr. 
{a)  Ex  relatione. 
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1842.  Mr.  TorrianOj  cofUrd.   The  1  &  2  Vict.  r.  1 10.  gives  to 

J^^^^^     the  Court  for  relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  a  power,  with 
V.  the  consent  of  the  Admiralty,  to  take  an  insolvent's 

WooDLBT.  half  pay,  or  part  of  it,  to  satisfy  his  creditors,  and  there- 
fore the  half  pay  to  which  this  Defendant  is  entitled  is 
not  at  his  own  disposal,  and  his  affidavit  in  which  he 
stated  that  he  was  not  worth  5L  is  strictly  true.  He 
cited  from  Whitelocke  v.  Baker  (a),  an  expression  of 
Lord  EMon  as  to  dispaupering  the  Plaintiff:  <*  The  Coort 
always  is,  and  I  hope  always  will  be,  tender  upon  that." 
BomiUy  v.  GritU  [b)  was  also  cited. 

TJie  Master  of  the  Rolxs  (without  hearing  a  reply) 
said,  this  is  a  very  distressing  case,  and  there  are  cir- 
cumstances which  the  PlaindfF  might  properly  take 
into  consideration:  but  what  I  have  to  consider  is^ 
whether  an  officer  having  half  pay  is  justified  in  making 
an  affidavit  that  he  is  not  worth  5/.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  he  is  not,  because  half  pay  is  given  without  power 
to  dispose  of  it,  in  order  to  enable  him,  whenever  the 
government  may  call  upon  him,  to  be  prepared  to  serre 
his  country.  The  Admiralty  may,  it  is  true,  apply  a 
portion  of  his  half  pay  to  satisfy  the  creditors  under  his 
insolvency;  but  it  would  not  be  consistent  with  the 
duty  of  the  Admiralty  to  deprive  him  of  his  half  pay 
to  such  an  extent  as  to  enable  him  to  say  that  he  is 
not  worth  51.     The  case  seems  very  distressing,  but  I 

must  discharge  the  order  with  costs. 

i 

(a)  13  Vei.  516.  (6)  8  Beav.  186. 
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STURCH  V.  YOUNG.  jvbr.  25. 

IIS  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  for  the  A  mortgagee 

iroduction  of  documents,  and  for  a  receiver.     It  was  wi"f  g^fg  |g 

L  that  the  Plaintiff  was  a  mortgagee,  having  the  legal  not  entitled  to 

I  vested  in  him,  and  the  grounds  on  which  the  receiver  pointed  by  tne 

isked  were,  that  the  tenants  were  very  numerous,  ^®"*^*1" 

hat  there  was  a  difficulty  in  collecting  the  rents.  tenants  may 

be  numeroufy 

r.  BenshaWj  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that  under  dJ^^u*)®^^ 

circumstances,   the  mortgagee,   if  he   took  pos-  collect. 

m,  would  be  entitled  to  appoint  a  receiver,  and  notice*^* 

re  the  expenses  against  the  mortgagor,  and  that,  motion  em- 

fbre,  it  would  be  more  satisfactory  to  have  the  objects,  and 

ity  of  a  receiver  appointed  under  the  Court  ^^  ETIJ^'RE* 

^  ^^  one  fails,  the 

r.  Pembertofiy  for  Mrs.  Youngs  who  was  entitled  to  must  pay  the 

inuity  subject  to  the  charge,  did  not  oppose.  *^^  ®^''*® 


motion. 


r.  Ycungef  cotUrd.  I  do  not  resist  the  production  of 
[ocuments,  but  as  to  the  other  part  of  the  motion, 
d  mortgagee  has  no  right  to  come  here  for  a  re- 
r.    He  is  at  liberty,  if  he  pleases,  to  take  possession. 

Tie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  think  you  are  right 
at  point) 

len  the  Plaintiff,  having  joined  two  objects  in  his 
I  of  motion,  and  having  failed  in  the  principal  one, 
t  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  application. 

\e  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  that  ground,  thought 
laintiff  ought  to  pay  the  costs. 


Bomihon  v.  Hockmore,  1  Fern.  516.;    Godfrey  y,   Watson^ 
.  518.;  Davii  v.  Dend^t  S  Mad,  170.;  Bcrney  v.  Seweli^ 
4'  FT.  647. 
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1842. 

J^ov.  19.  21, 

22,  23. 

1843. 
Jan,  12. 

A  testator 
gave  his  per- 
sonal ana 


BYNG  V.  LORD  STRAFFORD. 

'T^HE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  upon  the 
"^  true  construction  of  the  will  and  codicils  of  the 
testator,  the  Plaintiff  George  Byng  was  entitled  to  the 

landed  estates  residuary  personal  estate  of  the  testator  for  life^  or  ab- 

to  A.  for  life,  i   .  , 

andafterwards  solutely. 
to  B.  for  Hfe, 

t  en  to  ^^^  j^.^j^^   Honourable  William  Earl  of  Stn^ 


made  his  will  dated  the  25th  of  October  1774,  which,  so 


the  eldest  son 
of  C,  and 
afterwards  to 

his  second,  J^r 

third,  or  any 

later  sons  he  might  have  by  D.,  and  then  to  the  eldest  son  and  other  soos  su^ 
cessiTely  of  E, ;  but  all  these  to  be  subject  to  the  out  payments  and  le^cies  fol- 
lowing. The  testator  declared,  "  that  if  the  legacies  and  conditions  of  hit  will 
were  not  complied  with  exactly,  then  he  left  all  the  advantages  of  it  to  the  o^t 
person  in  succession,  subject  to  those  legacie^  and  so  on,  unless  they  were  (li$- 
chai^ged."  He  gave  many  legacies  and  annuities  by  thirteen  codicils,  which,  if  not 
paid,  those  who  were  to  mherit  his  personal  estate  were  to  be  subject  to  the  pe> 
nalties  in  his  will,  and  his  personal  estate  was  to  go  to  the  next  he  had  entailed  it 
on.  C,  had  several  sons.  Held,  that  subject  to  the  prior  life  estates,  the  eldest  son 
of  C,  took  the  personal  estate  absolutely. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  of  testators,  qi»  far  as  the 
rules  of  law  will  permit;  but  if  a  testator  uses  words,  which  by  their  plain  import 
give  an  absolute  estate,  the  circumstance  of  his  giving  the  same  absolute  estate  to 
a  succession  of  legatees,  in  a  manner  incompatible  and  inconsistent  with  the  free 
enjoyment  of  the  property  plainly  given  to  the  first,  will  not  authorise  the  Court 
to  alter  the  effect  of  the  words  by  which  that  property  is  given. 

The  first  legatee  of  a  quasi  estate  tail  in  personalty  takes  the  absolute  interest, 
notwithstanding  a  manifest  and  avowed  intention  to  give  a  succession  of  limited 
interests. 

If  an  absolute  interest  be  given  upon  an  express  condition,  which  may  be  lawful 
in  itself  but  is  incompatible  with  the  free  enjoyment  of  the  property,  the  Court  does 
not  modify  the  absolute  interest,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  conditioOj 
but  declares  the  condition  void  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the  absolute  interest. 

Where  the  condition  intended  to  be  annexed  to  a  gift  is  inconsistent  with  and 
repugnant  to  the  gift  itself,  the  condition  is  held  to  be  wholly  void. 

If  a  testator  were  to  give  all  his  real  estate  to  A,  in  fee,  and  then  to  B,  iofeCi 
and  afterwards  to  C.  in  fee,  or  to  give  all  his  personal  estate  to  A,^  and  then  to  B; 
and  afterwards  to  C,  there  is  no  rule  of  construction  authorising  the  Court  io 
restrict  the  estate  given  to  A,  to  a  life  interest  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to 
the  gifts  to  J3,  and  C, 

It  has  been  established,  that  the  words  of  a  will  must  be  construed  with  reference 
to  the  subject  matter,  and  that  the  same  words,  even  in  the  same  sentence,  may 
have  one  effect  in  their  application  to  real  estate,  and  another  effect  in  their  ap- 
plication to  personal  estate. 
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ar  as  is  material,  was  as  follows:  —  "I  William  Earl  IMS. 
)[  Strafford  find  it  necessary  to  make  a  new  will  in- 
itead  of  the  last  will  made  in  17599  by  ^^^  death  of 
nany  friends  and  relations,  and  the  ingratitude  and 
nisbehaviour  of  others  of  them.  I  leave  to  my  dear 
rife,  Anne  Countess  of  Sirqffbrdy  all  my  personal  estate 
whatsoever,  except  the  furniture  of  Wentworth  Castle^ 
or  her  life,  subject  to  the  following  outpayments  and 
egacies.  I  also  leave  to  my  wife,  Anne  Countess  of 
Urqfffbrdj  all  my  houses,  gardens,  parks  and  woods,  and 
ill  my  landed  estates  for  her  life,  and  afterwards  all  my 
personal  and  landed  estates  to  my  eldest  sister,  Lady  Anne 
Ilonolly,^*  her  life,  and  then  to  Hie  eldest  son  of  George 
iyng  Esq*  of  Wrotham  Park,  afid  afterwards  to  his 
econdy  third,  or  any  later  sotis  he  may  have  by  my  niece 
inne^  Mrs.  Byng,  and  then  to  the  eldest  son,  and  other 
ons  successively,  of  the  Earl  of  Buckingham,  by  my 
liece  Caroline.  But  all  these  to  be  subject  to  the  fol- 
owing  outpayments  and  legacies.  I  leave  to  my  dear 
nfe,  Anne  Countess  oi  Strafford,  the  sum  of  15,000/.,  to 
lispose  of  for  ever  as  she  pleases,"  &c.  &c.  The  tes- 
ator  then  gave  certain  legacies  and  annuities  for  life, 
ind  proceeded  as  follows  :  —  "  If  the  legacies  and  con- 
litions  of  this  my  will  is  not  complied  with  exactly, 
hen  I  leave  all  the  advantages  of  it  to  the  next  person 
n  succession,  subject  to  these  legacies  and  so  on,  unless 
;hey  are  discharged." 

The  testator  appointed  four  executors  "  to  that  his 
last  will,  as  they  were  so  honest  and  able  to  see  it  justly 
executed." 

The  testator  afterwards  made  thirteen  codicils  to  his 
wUL 

By 
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184S.  By  the  first  codicil,  after  giving  pecuniary  legacies 

and  annuities,  be  proceeded :  —  *^  If  these  legacies  are 
not  paid  punctually,  those  that  inherit  my  personal 
estate  are  subject  to  the  penalties  in  my  will." 

By  the  second  codicil,  be  gave  some  legacies  and 
annuities,  *^  to  be  paid  on  the  same  conditions  as  the 
other  annuities  he  bad  left." 

By  the  third  codicil  he  appointed  Lord  TkurUm  a 
trustee  and  executor,  ^*  as  his  Lordship's  great  abilities 
and  integrity  will  make  it  give  him  litde  trouble,  and  se- 
cure to  me  the  fulfilling  what  I  think  b  just  and  right;" 
and  he  gave  further  legacies  and  annuities,  and  pro- 
ceeded:— *^  If  these  legacies  are  not  exacdy  paid,  those 
that  have  my  personal  estate  are  to  be  subject  to  the 
penalty  in  my  will." 

By  the  fourth  codicil  be  gave  an  annuity  to  bis  coach- 
man, and  proceeded:  —  "I  mean  this  legacy  to  be 
secured  to  him  the  same  as  the  others  I  have  left,  and 
that  my  trustees  and  executors  will  see  it  performed." 

By  the  sixth  codicil  be  gave  legacies,  <*  to  be  faidi- 
fuUy  paid  under  the  same  restraints  as  the  others  in  my 
will  and  codicils." 

By  the  seventh  codicil  he  gave  annuities  and  legacies, 
and  proceeded :  —  "On  failure  of  my  heirs  to  my  per- 
sonal estate  doing  this,  they  are  to  be  subject  to  the 
same  penalties  in  my  will  for  not  paying  the  other 
legacies  and  annuities.  I  leave  to  Frederick  WiUiam 
Wentworth  Esq.,  of  Dorsetshire^  the  sum  of  5000/.,  and 
to  Mrs.  Wentworth  his  wife  the  sum  of  2000/.  My  heirs, 
on  failure  of  this  payment,  to  be  subject  to  the  penal- 
ties 
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ies  in  my  will :  provided  the  said  Frederick  William 
VerUxoorlk  Esq.  never  turns  out  or  raises  the  rent,  and 
tts  them  have  leases  of  twenty-one  years  to  any  person 
lat  ever  was  my  domestic  servant,  and  has  any  farm 
elonging  to  my  estate  about  Wentworth  Castle  or  Wake^ 
eld  in  Yorkshire.  On  failure  of  this  condition,  his  and 
is  wife's  legacy  to  be  void." 

By  the  eighth,  he  expressed  himself  as  follows :  -— 
'  I  William  Earl  of  Strafford  write  this  codicil  to  be 
dded  to  the  other  codicil  of  my  last  will,  that  I  would 
ave  all  the  conditions  and  legacies  in  my  will  and 
odicils  exactly  executed  as  I  have  directed,  with  the 
enalty  of  any  failure  as  I  have  directed/*  He  then 
iroceeded  to  give  two  pecuniary  legacies,  and  devised 
.  real  estate. 

By  the  ninth,  he  gave  annuities  and  proceeded :  — 
'  My  heir  to  be  subject  to  all  former  penalties  relating 
o  my  legacies,  if  these  are  not  regularly  paid." 

By  the  tenth,  he  gave  further  legacies  and  annuities, 
ind  proceeded  :  —  ^^  These  legacies  to  be  exactly  paid 
»y  whoever  has  my  personal  estate,  or  else  my  personal 
istate  to  go  on  the  same  conditions  to  the  next  I  have 
intailed  it  to." 

The  twelfth,  he  commenced  as  follows :  —  "I  add 
his  codicil  to  my  will,  which  is  to  be  fulfilled  by  my 
leir  to  my  personal  estate,  or  else  he  is  to  forfeit  to  the 
lext  person  I  make  my  heir  all  I  have  left;  him,"  and 
le  then  proceeded  to  give  further  legacies  and  an- 
luities. 

The  testator's  wife  died  in  1785. 
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The  testator  died  in  1791. 
Vol.  V.  Pp 


George 
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1843.  George  Byng  of   Wrotham  Parky  in   the  said  will 

named,  had  four  sons,  namely,  the  Plaintiff,  George  Byn^ 
his  eldest  son,  and  John  Byng^  William  Byngf  and  Bobert 
Byngj  who  were  all  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Immediately  after  the  testator's  death  a  suit  was  in* 
stituted  for  the  administration  of  his  estate,  and  maoy 
proceedings  were  had  therein,  which  it  is  not  necessary 
to  state,  (a)  The  fund  was  brought  into  Court,  and  the 
interest  was  paid  to  Lady  Anne  Conolly  for  life. 

Lady  Anne  Conolfy  died  in  1797,  and  the  dividends 
were  thereupon  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  G«wj^ 
Bi/ng  during  his  life,  without  prejudice  to  his  claim  to 
the  capital. 

In  184.1,  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  of  revivor  and 
supplement,  praying  a  declaration  that  he  was  absolutely 
entitled  to  the  clear  residuary  personal  estate  of  the 
testator,  and  which  now  consisted  of  about  375,00w. 
Consols  remaining  in  Court. 

The  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  resisted  the  clain^ 
contending  that  the  several  persons  to  whom,  in  suc- 
cession, the  testator's  personal  estate  had  been  be- 
queathed after  tlie  death  of  Lady  Anne  Conolli/y  were 
entitled  only  to  life  interests  therein ;  and  that  subject 
to  such  life  interests,  tlie  testator's  personal  estate  was 
undisposed  of  by  his  will,  and  had  devolved  upon  the 
testator's  next  of  kin. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing,  together  with  a 

petition  for  payment  of  the  fund  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr. 

(a)  See  Howe  v.  Earl  of  Darluioulh,  7  Vts,  137. 
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Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bomilfy,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Byng 
Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  E.  F.  Smithy  Sir  C.  Wetherell,  v. 

It.  Hodgson  and  Mr.  Sidebottonif  Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.    g^^^^^^^. 

aoatj  Mr.  Teed  and  Mr.  Hoare^  Mr.  Purvis^  Mr.  fliar- 

XM^  and  Mr.  Craig^  for  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  Pembertonj  in  reply. 

The  arguments  are  noticed  in  the  judgment,  and 
le  authorities  referred  to  were  the  following:*— 

2  Pom,  Deo.  {Jarman)  (a),  ChorUon  v.  Taylor  {b\ 
kjfoer  V.  Gregory  (c),  Elton  v.  Sfiephard  (rf),  Adamson  v. 
rmitage{e)j  Stretch  v.  ff&^Ww5(g),  Page  v.  Leaping- 
ell  (A),  GiTi^/  on  Z)m5^5  (O5  H^w«  v.  Whitaker  (*),  i?oe 
nw.  Bowes  v.  Blackett  (/),  Newland  v.  Marjoribanks  (w), 
lo^  rf^w.  Zean  V.  i>an  (n),  2TS^  Countess  of  Bridgewater 
.  2%^  £)2iA:^  (f  Bolton  (0),  Hockley  y.  Mawbey{p)f  Jeffery 
.  JEfo«yti»od(y),  Vaughan  v.  TA^  Marquis  of  Head- 
Tt  (r),  Horseman  v.  ^5i^  (5),  Legwood  v.  Burrish  (0, 
'^ram^  on  Conting.  Rem.  (w).  Beard  y.  Westcott  (v),  ZXiin- 
y  V.  Daintry{w\  Newman  v.  Nightingale  {x\  Garden 
.  PuUeney  (^),  Jfoy^s  v.  ifay^s  («),  Goodtitle  v.  jBrf- 
taii<b.  (oa) 


(a)  p.  411.  e/ J^g. 

(*)  5  Fes.^  B.  160. 

(c)  lOiSmi.393. 

(rf)  1  J5.  C.  a  532. 

(0  19  r«.  416. 

(g)  1  Jftfd  255. 

(A)  18  fV<.  465. 

(i)    U.21. 

(^)  5  Ruts.  54S. 

(0  Cote^.  235. 

(hi)  5  Taunt.  268. 

(»)  lil6r.4-JF.(iV.C.)229. 

(o)  6  AfoJ.  106. 


(/>)  1  Vet.  jun.  143. 
(9)  4  ilfa(/.  398. 
(r)  10  Sim.  639. 
(#)  1  Joe.  4-  >r.  381. 
(0  iZotf.  Abr.  836. 
(i<)  p.  335. 
(v)  5  7Vnm/.395: 
(w)  6  T.  R.  307. 
(*)  1  Car,  541. 
(j^)  2  £d<?«,  523. 
(2)  4i{«#<.511. 
(flfl)  7  T.  R.  635. 
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1848.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  cause,  the  question  is  whether  the  Plitt*  Jotiff 


Mr.  Bt/ng  is  entitled,  absolutely  or  for  life  only,  t^^  the 
residuary  personal  estate  of  the  Earl  of  Straffardy     who 
Jan.  12.       died  in  March  1791. 

The  estate  was  administered  under  a  decree  oF  the 
Court,  and  the  right  of  Mr.  Bj/ngy  to  a  life  interest  at  least, 
being  clear,  an  order,  dated  2d  July  1807,  was  made  for 
the  payment  to  him  of  the  interest  during  his  life.   Tbat 
order  was,  however,  expressly  made  without  prejudice 
to  such  claim  as  be  might  have  to  the  capital;  and 
the  question  as  to  his  right  to  the  capital  being  tbns 
left  open,  is  now,  for  the  first  time,  brought  on  for 
adjudication. 

The  question  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the 
Earl  of  Strajffbrd^s  will,  which  was  dated  the  25th  day 
of  October  1774?,  and  was  followed  by  thirteen  codicils, 
the  first  of  them  dated  on  the  26th  of  January  1778,  and 
the  last  on  the  9th  of  Januaty  1791,  about  two  monlhs 
before  the  testator's  death. 

All  the  instruments  are  inartificially  expressed,  ai^l 
were  probably  drawn  without  professional  advice  or 
assistance. 

The  words   "  all  my  personal  and  landed  estates, 

which  in  this  will  are  employed  to  describe  the  subject 

of  the  gift,  are  sufficiently  large  to  include  the  whole 

interest  tb  which  the  testator  was  entitled.     He  has,  by 

using  those  words,  indicated  •an  intention  to  dispose  oi 

all  that  he  had ;  and  it  further  appears,  that  intending 

to  dispose  of  his  whole  estate,  real  and  personal,  h^ 

also  intended  his  legatees,  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  to 

enjoy  his  estate  in  succession. 

The 
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The  first  person  intended  to  take  was  the  Countess,  1848. 
bo  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  Certain  absolute 
fts  were  made  to  her,  but  that  which,  in  effect,  was 
e  residuary  estate,  was  given  to  her  expressly  for  her 
b*  The  next  person  intended  to  take  was  Lady  Anne 
TfioUt/j  and  the  estate  is  also  given  to  her  expressly  for 
sr  life. 

Thus  far  the  will  provides  distinctly  a  succession  of 
e  estates,  and  it  is  plain,  that  when  the  testator  clearly 
»ntemplated  the  gift  of  life  interests,  he  understood 
bat  words  were  proper  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
Iving  effect  to  his  intention. 

But  the  will,  being  to  this  extent  clear,  proceeds  in 
le  manner  which  gives  rise  to  the  question  raised  in 
lis  cause. 

The  words  immediately  following  the  gift  to  *^  Lady 
fme  ConoUy  for  her  life  "  are,  "  and  then  to  the  eldest 
»n  of  George  Bytig^  Esquire,  of  Wrotham  Parley  and 
ierwards  to  his  second,  third,  or  any  later  sons  he  may 
ive  by  my  niece,  Anne^  Mrs.  Byng^  and  then  to  the 
dest  son  and  other  sons  successively  of  the  Earl  of 
ucUnghamshire  by  my  niece,  Caroline.     But  all  these 

be  subject  to  the  following  outpayments  and  legacies." 

The  PlaintiflF  is  the  eldest  son  of  the  George  Byng 
LDTied  in  this  clause,  and  is  therefore  the  first  legatee 
the  order  of  succession  here  indicated. 

The  subject  of  the  gift  is  the  whole  interest  of  the 
stator.  There  are  no  words  directly  limiting  the  ex- 
nt  of  interest  which  the  legatee  is  to  take ;  but  the 
stator  bad  in  view  a  succession  of  legatees  or  interests 
ter  the  first  in  the  series. 

Pp  8  Under 
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184S.  Under  these  circumstances  the  Plaintiff  claims  to  be 

entitled  to  the  absolute  interest  in  the  personal  estate. 
First,  because  the  testator  was  disposing  of  his  wliole 
interest  Secondly,  because  the  gift  to  the  Plaintiff  is 
not  limited  by  the  words  <^  for  life^"  or  any  equivsklent 
words,  and  therefore  should,  according  to  the  ordicmary 
rule,  be  deemed  to  be  absolute.  Thirdly,  because  tbe 
interests  given  are  charged  with  the  payment  of  varicns 
gross  sums  of  money  and  annuities.  And,  fourthly^  be- 
cause although  the  testator  might  contemplate  an  eo{joy- 
ment  by  a  succession  of  persons,  yet,  as  he  has  mased 
words  which  give  the  absolute  interest  to  the  first  in 
the  series  of  successors,  whose  interests  are  not  limited, 
that  first  has  a  right  to  the  absolute  interest,  if  it  be  not 
perfectly  clear,  from  the  words  of  the  gift  or  from  otber 
parts  of  the  will  and  codicils,  that  a  restriction  was  n- 
tended. 

Tliat  the  testator  contemplated  a  succession  of    ^^ 
joyment  by  devolution  of  property  appears  from  the   '^^^ 
and  several  of  the  codicils ;  and  for  the  next  of  kir»5  '^ 
has  been  argued,  that  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect*  to 
the  intended  succession,  the  will  ought  to  be  so  cr^^' 
strued,  as  in  some  manner  to  restrict  the  interest^   ^ 
Mr.  Byng,  and  those  who  wei-e  to  succeed  him.     Sc^  ®* 
restriction,  they  say,  must  be  put  upon  the  words    -^®* 
porting  an  absolute  gift,  and  as  there  is  no  indicatior^-  ° 
any  intention  to  create  estates  tail,  the  restriction  nm-  ^^^ 
be  to  successive  estates  for  life. 

It  is  undoubtedly  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  give  efiF"^^ 
to  the  intention  of  testators,  as  far  as  the  rules  of  1  -^'"^ 
will  permit ;  but  if  a  testator  uses  words,  which  by  th  ^^^ 
plain  import  give  an  absolute  estate,  the  circumstan^  ^ 
of  his  giving  the  same  absolute  estate  to  a  succession  ^^ 
legatees  in  a  manner  incompatible  and  inconsistent  wi^^ 

the 
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le  property  plainly  given  to  the  first,  will  not  authorise        1 843. 
le  Court  to  alter  the  effect  of  the  words  by  which  that 
roperty  is  given. 

Xhe  first  legatee  of  a  quasi  estate  tail  in  personalty 
as  the  absolute  interest,  notwithstanding  a  manifest 
id  avowed  intention  to  give  a  succession  of  limited 
iterests.  If  an  absolute  interest  be  given  upon  an 
spress  condition,  which  may  be  lawful  in  itself  but  is 
icompatible  with  the  free  enjoyment  of  the  property, 
le  Court  does  not  modify  the  absolute  interest,  for  the 
arpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  condition,  but  declares 
ie  condition  void,  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the 
bsolate  interest.  Where  the  condition  intended  to  be 
nnexed  to  a  gift  is  inconsistent  with,  and  repugnant  to 
hie  gift  itself,  the  condition  is  held  to  be  wholly  void. 
3radley  v.  Peixoto  {a) ;  Boss  v.  Ross.  (6) 

If  a  testator  devise  to  one  in  fee,  and  if  he  dies  with** 
)ut  any  heir  to  a  stranger  in  fee,  this  is  said  to  be  an 
ittempt  to  mount  a  fee  upon  a  fee,  and  the  devise  over 
s  void  in  law.     Tilbury  v.  Barbut.  (c) 

And  if  a  testator  were  to  give  all  his  real  estate  to  A. 
n  fee,  and  then  to  B.  in  fee,  and  afterwards  to  C.  in  fee, 
ir  to  give  all  his  personal  estate  to  A,^  and  then  to  S., 
ind  afterwards  to  C,  there  is  no  rule  of  construction 
luthorising  the  Court  to  restrict  the  estate  given  to  A. 
o  a  life  interest,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the 
jifts  to  B.  and  C. 

The  construction,  which,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  disre- 
gards the  gifts  over  or  the  intended  succession,  is  always 

open 

(a)  3  Ves.  324.  (c)  3  Atk.  617. 

\h)  1  Jac.^W'  154. 

Pp  4 
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184S. 


open  to  objection  in  argument,  on  the  ground  that  the 
words  of  limitation  over  are  rejected,  and  the  answer 
to  the  objection  is  (a),  that  the  words  are  not  rejected 
against  the  rule  that  every  word  in  a  will  shall,  if 
possible,  have  a  meaning,  but  because  the  testator  has 
attempted  to  do  what  the  law  will  not  permit,  or  has 
made  dispositions  of  property  which  are  inconsistent 
with  each  other. 

It  has  further  been  contended,  for  the  next  of  kin, 
that  the  testator  intended  the  real  and  personal  estates 
to  go  together,  that  the  words  are  not  sufficient  to  give 
the  inheritance  of  the  real  estate  to  Mr.  Byng,  and  that 
consequently  the  personal  estate,  intended  to  go  with 
the  real  estate,  was  not  intended  to  belong  to  Mr.  Byng 
absolutely. 

I  conceive,  indeed,  that  in  the  endeavour  to  discover 
the  intention,  it  is  necessary  to  look  at  all  the  dispo- 
sitions he  has  made  by  his  will,  and  to  consider  the 
effect  of  them,  and  that  the  circumstance  of  his  giving 
the  real  and  personal  estates  together,  and  intending 
them  to  go  together,  is  not  to  be  disregarded.  But  it 
has  been  established,  that  the  words  of  a  will  must 
be  construed  with  reference  to  the  subject  matter,  and 
that  the  same  words,  even  in  the  same  sentence,  may 
have  one  effect  in  their  application  to  real  estate,  and 
another  effect  in  their  application  to  personal  estate; 
and  upon  this  occasion,  I  cannot  presume,  either  that 
the  inheritance  of  the  real  estate  did  not  pass  to  Mr. 
Byngj  or  that  if  it  did  not,  he  would  be  excluded  from 
the  absolute  interest  in  the  personal  estate. 

Another  argument  urged  for  the  next  of  kin  is,  that 
the  words  "afterwards"   and    "then"   must  be  con- 
strued 
(fl)  Pickering  v.  Tower,  I  Eden.  142. 
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trued  to  mean  ^< after  the  life,*'  or  '^upon  the  death"        1843. 
f  the  immediately  preceding  legatee.     For  this  nrgu-     ^^^^^^ 
lent  no  authority  was  produced,  and  I  think  that  the  v. 

lore  natural  meaning,  and   that  which  is   most  con-    «    ^"* 
onant  to  the  context  of  the  will  is :  —  *^  after  or  upon 
lie  determination  of  the  interest"  given  to  the  legatee 
1st  before  named. 

The  testator  had  given  all  his  personal  estate  and  all 
is  landed  estates  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  q/lenvards  to 
jady  Anne  ConoUy  for  her  life,  and  ihen  to  Mr.  Byng^ 
ad  so  on.  On  these  occasions  the  words  ^^  afterwards  ^ 
nd  **  then "  follow  immediately  after  the  words  "  for 
fe,"  and  the  testator,  in  using  the  words  '^  after- 
'ards"  and  "then,"  cannot  have  supposed  that  the 
rords  themselves  implied  that  the  immediately  pre- 
eding  gift  was  the  gift  of  a  life  interest  only,  for  if  he 
ad  done  so,  he  need  not  have  added  the  words  '^  for 
er  life"  to  the  gifts  to  the  Countess  and  Lady  Anne 
TanoUy ;  and  when  he  proceeds,  in  continuation  of  the 
une  sentence,  to  make  a  gift  to  the  eldest  son  of 
weorge\Byngj  and  afterwards  to  his  second,  third,  or 
ay  later  sons  he  may  have,  and  then  to  another,  it 
an  hardly  be  held,  that  the  words  "  afterwards "  and 

then  "  were  considered  by  the  testator  to  have  a  dif- 
>rent  effect,  and  to  have,  of  themselves,  sufficient  force 
>  limit  the  interest  given  to  the  eldest  son  to  a  mere 
fe  interest 

The  gift  of  a  series  of  successive  interests  is  how- 
v^er  principally  relied  upon  by  the  next  of  kin,  to 
hew  that  the  testator  cannot  be  understood  to  have 
;iven  all  to  Mr.  Byng^  because  he  has  actually  ex- 
pressed an  intention  to  give  an  estate  to  others  in  suc- 
lession  to  Mr.  Byng ;  but  to  this  in  addition  to  the 
irgiunent  before  adverted  to,  that  a  limitation  over 

annexed 


570  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

184S.  annexed  to  an  absolute  gift  is  vmd,  it  is  answered,  that 
in  this  case,  from  the  general  scope  and  effect  of  the 
will  and  codicils,  it  appears,  that  the  testator  intended 
to  subject  the  gift  of  his  estate  to  a  personal  condition 
on  the  legatee  to  pay  the  charges  to  which  the  estate 
was  made  liable,  and  that  he  has  designated  saecessife 
interests,  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  diat  condition. 

It  appears  from  the  provisions  contained  in  the  will  and 
codicils,  that  the  testator,  notwithstanding  his  having 
appointed  executors  **  whom  he  considered  honest  and 
able  to  see  his  will  justly  executed,''  and  notwitb8tandB]|[ 
his  having  by  the  third  codicil  of  the  18th  of  Jiiarek 
1782,  appointed  Lord  TJuarUm  executor,  with  a  view  to 
securie  to  the  testator  himself  ^^  the  fulfilling  what  be 
thought  just  and  right,"  nevertheless  intended,  m  some 
way,  to  subject  his  residuary  legatees,  or  some  of  them, 
to  an  obligation  to  pay  the  charges  andlegades,  whicb 
were,  by  his  will  and  codicils,  directed  to  be  paid:— 
to  impose  such  obligation  as^a  condition  upon  the  en- 
joyment of  the  gifts,  and  to  visit  the  non-performance 
of  the  condition  with  a  penalty  or  forfeiture.  Thus  in 
the  will  he  says,  ^'  If  the  legacies  and  conditions  of 
this  my  will  is  not  complied  with  exactly,  then  I  lesfe 
all  the  advantages  of  it  to  the  next  person  in  succesmn, 
and  so  on,  unless  they  are  discharged."  In  the  first 
codicil,  having  given  certain  legacies,  he  adds,  ^*  If  the 
legacies  are  not  paid  punctually,  those  that  inherit  my 
personal  estate  are  subject  to  the  penalties  in  my  will." 
By  the  second  codicil,  he  gives  several  annuities,  each 
of  them  to  be  paid  "on  the  same  conditions  as  the 
other  annuities  he  had  left."  In  the  third  codicil,  after 
giving  legacies,  he  adds,  "  If  these  legacies  are  not 
exactly  paid,  those  that  have  my  personal  estate  are  to 
be  subject  to  the  penalty  in  my  will.''  By  the  fourth 
codicil,  he  gives  one  legacy,  and  adds,  ^*  I  mean  this 

legacy 
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l^cy  to  be  secared  the  same  as  the  others  I  have  led,  IS^S. 
and  that  my  trustees  and  executors  will  see  it  per-^ 
formed."  By  the  sixth  codicil,  he  directs  the  legacies 
thereby  given  to  be  faithfully  paid,  under  the  same  re- 
straints as  the  others  in  his  will  and  codicils.  In  the 
seventh  codicil,  he  has  not  less  than  three  times  di- 
rected, that  in  failure  of  payment  of  legacies  and  annui- 
ties, his  heirs  or  his  heirs  that  hcctx  his  personal  estate 
are  to  be  subject  to  the  penalties  in  his  will,  or  to  the 
same  penalties  as  they  are  to  be  subject  to  in  not  pay- 
ing his  other  legacies  and  annuities.  And  in  the  eighth^ 
ninth,  tenth,  twelfth  and  thirteenth  codicils  are  like 
expressions  referring  to  conditions,  penalties,  or  for- 
feiture imposed  by  the  will,  or  to  which  his  heir  was 
subjected  by  the  will  In  the  tenth  codicil  the  expres- 
don  is,  <'  these  legacies  to  be  exactly  paid  by  nxhoever 
has  my  personal  estate,  or  else  my  personal  estate  to  go 
on-  the  same  conditions  to  the  next''  All  these  ex- 
pressions tend  to  shew,  that  in  the  testator's  view  or 
intention,  the  general  or  residuary  legatee  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  was  to  have  the  personal  estate,  and  was 
to  be  subjected  to  loss  if  the  annuities  and  legacies  were 
not  duly  paid,  and  they  therefore  tend  to  shew^  that  in 
the  testator's  view  and  intention,  the  general  or  resi- 
duary legatee  was  to  have  the  means  of  paying,  or,  in 
other  words,  was  to  have  for  his  own  use,  subject  to  the 
payment,  the  estate  out  of  which  the  payment  was  to 
be  made. 

It  was  argued,  that  these  provisions  for  penalty  or 
forfeiture  were  not  meant  to  have  any  substantial  effect; 
that  the  testator  must  have  well  known  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  executors  to  secure  payment  of  the  legacies 
and  annuities;  but  conceiving  that  the  general  or  re- 
siduary legatees  might  have  it  in  their  power  to  create 
some  obstacle  or  difficulty  in  the  payment,  the  testator 

thought 
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184S.  thought  proper,  merely  in  terrorem  and  as  a  warraingi 
to  deter  them  from  adopting  that  course,  by  holding  out 
the  idea  of  penalty  or  forfeiture. 

It  may  be  admitted,  that  the  language  used  b^^  the 
testator  is  not  to  be  reconciled  with  an  accurate  1  egal 
knowledge  of  the  interests  he  was  creating.     He  ~  j)ro- 
bably  did  not  accurately  understand  the  duties  irop^)sed 
by  law  upon  the  executors,  the  mode  of  administering 
his  assets  which  might  be  enforced  in  this  Court,  oar  the 
mode  in  which,  without  resorting  to  this  Courts  iie 
might  have  enabled  his  executors  to  fulfil  his  intentions 
by  their  own  authority,  without  being  subject  to    Bny 
claim  of  the  legatees,  except  for  an  account.     Bat  in 
these  circumstances,  and  from  the  provisions  made  i^ 
his  will  and  codicils,  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  testator 
considered   that  his  particular  legatees  and  annuitatits 
would  be  dependent  on  the  residuary  general  legatees* 
for  the  exact  and  punctual  payment  of  the  annuities  an^^ 
legacies,  and  also  considered  that  there  might  be  a  r^^l 
infliction  of  the  penalty,  for  the  enforcement  of  which  J^® 
relied  on  his  executors. 

The  mode  in  which  the  testator  regarded  the  subj^^' 
of  legacy  and   forfeiture,   may  perhaps   receive  so*^^^ 
illustration  from  the  legacies  given  to  Mr.  and  JV^**^' 
Wcntworth.  in  the  seventh  codicil.     "  I  leave  to  I^^^' 
dcrick  JV,  Wmi^morih^  Esq.,  of  Dorsetshire^  the  sum      ^^ 
5000/.,  and  to  Mrs.  fVeritworth^  his  wife,  the  sum      ^^ 
2000/.     My  heirs,  on  failure   of  this  payment,  to      »^® 
subject  to  the  penalties  in  my  will,  provided  the  sX^^ 
Frederick  W,  Wentworthj  Esq.,  never  turns  out  orrai^^^^ 
the  rent,  and  lets  them  have  leases  of  twenty-one  yer^  ^ji 
to  any  person  that  ever  was  my  domestic  servant,  sl^^^ 
has  any  farm  belonging  to  my  estate  about  Wenlwor^^ 

Cast^^' 
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or  Wakefield  in  Yorhihire.     On  failure  of  this        184S. 
on,  his  and  his  wife's  legacy  to  be  void.**  ^^^^^^ 

hout  saying  any  thing  of  the  legal  effect  of  these    Stbafford. 

or  of  the  manner  in  which  this  Court  would 
ealt  with  them,  or  have  administered  the  estate 
iference  to  them,  they  appear  to  me  to  shew  that 
stator  contemplated  the  possibility  of  legacies 
given  absolutely  and  being  paid,  and  yet  be- 
l  afterwards  void  or  forfeited,  by  the  non-per- 
ice,  at  a  future  time,  of  the  condition  which  he 
!^ ;  and  after  the  best  consideration  which  I  have 
ble  to  give  to  the  will  and  the  codicils,  that  notion 
's  to  me  to  prevail  throughout  the  whole  of  his 
entary  dispositions,  made  at  successive  times  during 
xl  of  sixteen  years. 

>  not  think  that  the  testator  intended  the  interest 
to  Mr.  Byng  to  be  indefeasible,  he  appears  to  me 
^e  contemplated  events,  by  which  as  he  thought, 
iterest  might  be  forfeited;  but  I  think  that  the 
nd  codicils  do  not  contain  words  indicating  any 
ion  to  limit  the  interest  of  Mr.  Byng  to  a  life 
St  only ;  and  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  Mr. 
is  now  absolutely  entitled  to  the  residuary  personal 
.  subject  to  any  annuities  or  charges  which  may 
1  subsisting. 


E.  —  The  case  was  heard  ]  844 ;  and  the  decree  was  affirmed 
sal  by  the  House  of  Lords,  without  calling  on  the  Respond- 
26th  and  27th  of  Fir^iMzry      ents. 


Feb.  22. 
Afoy  10. 


The  right  to 
tithes,  as 
against  an 
ecclesiastical 
corporation 
aggregate,  is 
barred  under 
the3& 
4  W.A.  C.27. 
by  non-pay- 
ment for 
twenty  years, 
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The  DEAN  AND  CHAPTER  OF  ELY  v.  BLISS. 


nnHIS  was  a  plea  to  a  bill  for  tithes. 


The  Plaintiffs  stated  themselves  to  be  grantees  under 

letters  patent  dated  the  10th  of  September  SS  Hen.  %  of 

the  rectory  or  parsonage  of  Lakentieath^  and  of  the  tithes 

therein  arising.     That  within  the  titheable  places  of  the 

parish  of  Lakenfieat/if  there  was  a  district  called  Laien- 

heath  Fen,  which  was  formerly  uninclosed  and  unpro- 

a  dean  and       ductive  ;  but  that   the   lands  therein  were  afterwards 

chapter  for       drained,  and,  under  an  act  of  the  8  Geo.  3.,  the  drainage 
tithes  accrued      ^        ,  .  i  ••  •        i 

within  twenty   of  Lakenheath  Fen  was  improved,  and  by  the  means 

stoSn  ^  de-  a^'oresaid,  the  said  Lakenheath  Fen^  which  had  previously 
been  unproductive,  or  had  produced  titheable  matters 
and  things  of  very  inconsiderable  value,  became  fit  for 
cultivation,  and  about  fifty  years  ago,  was  brought 
into  a  state  of  cultivation,  and  had  since  been  used  and 
cultivated  as  arable,  meadow,  and  pasture  land,  an^ 
had  produced  titheable  matters  of  considerable  value, 
the  tithes  of  which,  since  the  21st  of  December  I837j 
ought  to  have  been  rendered  to  the  Plaintiffs.  That 
the  Defendant,  amongst  others,  was  an  occupier  of  1*"^ 

rectory  which  within  the  district,  and  had,  in  every  year  since  the  21st 
of  December  1837,  taken  titheable  matters  without  set- 
ting out  any  tithes  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  he  refused 
to  do  so. 

The 


creein  isij, 
establishing 
the  rieht,  but 
not  alleging 
that  tithes  had 
been  ac- 
counted for 
under  it,  and 
stating  that 
the  Plaintiffs 
had,  in  1831, 
granted  a 
lease  of  the 
tithes  of  the 


1837,  but  not 

alleging  that 

the  lease  was 

granted  with 

a  view  to  the 

tithes  in 

question,  or  that  the  lessee  paid  any  thing  on  account  of  them,  a  plea  of  the  statute 

of  5  &  4  W,A,  c,  27.,  averring  that  the  right  of  suit  did  not  first  accrue  within  twenty 

years,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  not  been  in  possession  within  twenty  years,  ^'^ 

allowed. 

A  suit  was  instituted  for  the  tithes  of  a  particular  district  in  a  parish,  f"^ 
whole  tithes  of  that  parish  had  been  demised  by  general  words,  but  it  was  not  su5' 
gested  that  the  lease  had  been  granted  with  a  view  to  the  tithes  claimed  by  the  biU> 
or  that  the  lessee  had  paid  or  received  any  thing  on  account  of  them.  Held,  f^^^ 
the  outstanding  lease  did  not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitatioi^^ 
running,  as  regarded  the  particular  tithes  claimed. 
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The  bill  charged  that  the  lands  were  not  exempted        1842. 
rom  payment;  that  in  former  times  they  were  frequently  ^J^^^^"^ 
mder  water,  and  were  not,  till  about  fifty  years  ago,        of  Ely 
wrought  into  regular  cultivation,  and  did  not  produce        ^  ^' 
iny  corn  or  grain,  or  not  any  considerable  quantity ;  but 
hot  the  tithes  of  lamb  and  wool  of  sheep  fed  thereon 
WBS  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs  or  their  lessees,  and  other 
ithes  were  paid  to  the  Vicar. 

The  bill,  by  way  of  evidence  that  the  lands  were  not 
sxempt  or  discharged  from  payment  of  tithes,  charged 
;hat,  m  1808,  the  lessees  of  the  Plaintiffs  filed  a  bill 
against  certain  occupiers  of  land,  part  of  LaJcenheaih 
Fertj  for  the  tithes  of  corn,  grain.  Iamb,  and  wool ;  that 
the  answer,  amongst  other  things,  stated  that  the  manor 
of  Lakenheath  and  the  rectory  of  LaJcenheath  were 
parcels  of  the  monastery  of  St.  Peter  and  St.  Ethelrcd 
at  JB^,  and  that  Lakenheath  Fen  was,  for  the  reasons 
Stated  in  the  answer,  exonerated  from  the  payment  of 
tithes,  and  that,  notwithstanding  such  defence,  an  ac- 
count of  the  tithes  claimed  by  the  bill,  was,  on  the  16th 
of  December  1813,  decreed  to  be  taken  as  against  the 
Defendants  to  the  bill. 

It  stated  that  the  Defendant  pretended,  that  no  tithes, 
in  respect  of  the  tith cable  matters  by  the  bill  claimed, 
had  at  any  time  within  sixty  years  last  been  rendered, 
and  that  by  reason  thereof,  under  the  act  of  the  3  & 
4  fPl4.  c.  27.,  the  right  of  the  Plaintiffs  had  become 
extinct;  whereas  the  Plaintifis  charged  the  contrary, 
and  that  on  the  4th  of  March  1831,  the  Plaintiffs  de- 
mised the  tithes  belonging  to  the  rectory  of  Lakenheath 
(which  they  said  included  the  tithes  claimed  by  the 
bill),  to  Hugh  Robert  Evans ;  that  the  lease  was  sub- 
sisting at  the  time  when  the  act  took  effect,  and  was  not 
^rrendered  till  the  21st  day  of  December  1837. 

The 
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1842.  The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  the  tithes  which  had 

'^y^Z     been  so  subtracted  by  the  Defendant  from  the  Plaintifi, 
ieDean,&c.  , 

of  Ely       of  such  titheable  matters  as  aforesaid,  since  the  21st  of 

^^'  December  1837f  and  for  payment 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  Cash  pleaded,  in  bar,  the 
statute  of  the  S  &  4  W.  4.  c.  27.  The  plea  set  oat  the 
first  section,  enacting  that  the  word  ^*  land ''  shall,  in  its 
meaning,  extend  to  tithes  ^^  other  than  tithes  belonging 
to  a  spiritual  or  eleemosynary  corporation  sole.*'  It  then 
set  out  the  second,  twenty-fourth,  and  thirty-fourth  sec- 
tions, and  proceeded  as  follows: — **  And  this  Defendant 
for  further  plea  saith,  that  if  the  said  complainants  eyer 
had  any  right  to  make  an  entry  or  distress,  or  bring  an 
action  or  suit  to  recover  the  tithes  of  the  tract  of  land 
called  Lakenheath  FeUf  which  this  Defendant  in  no  wise 
admits,  such  right  to  make  such  entry  or  distress,  or  to 
bring  such  action  or  suit,  did  not  first  accrue  to  the 
said  complainants,  or  to  any  person  through  whom  thqr 
claim,  within  twenty  years  next  before  the  institution  of 
this  suit ;  and  that  neither  the  said  complainants,  nor 
any  persons  or  person  through  whom  they  claim,  have 
or  hath,  in  respect  of  the  estate  or  interest  claimed  by 
the  said  complainants,  been  in  possession  or  in  receipt 
of  the  profits  of  the  said  tithes,  or  any  of  them,  within 
twenty  years  next  before  the  institution  of  this  suit;  and 
that  no  acknowledgment  of  the  title  (if  any)  of  the  said 
complainants  to  the  said  tithes,  or  any  of  them,  hath 
been  given  to  the  said  complainants,  or  their  agent,  in 
writing,  signed  by  this  Defendant,  nor,  to  his  knowledge 
or  belief,  by  any  other  persons  or  person  in  possession, 
or  in  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the  said  tithes,  within 
twenty  years  next  before  the  institution  of  this  suit.** 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Eagle,  in  support  of  the  plea. 
The  act  of  the  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  27.  affords  a  valid  defence 
against  the  claim  now  made  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  if  the 

plea 
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»les  be  troe  in  fact,  it  is  an  answer  to  the  demand  made        1842. 
y  this  bill. 

By  the  interpretation  clause  (sect.  1.)  the  word  land 
xtends  *<  to  tithes,  other  than  tithes  belonging  to  a  spi« 
itual  or  eleemosynary  corporation  sole."  The  Plain- 
iflEs,  not  being  a  corporation  sole,  but  a  corporation  ag- 
regate^  come  within  the  operation  of  the  statute. 

By  the  second  section  no  person  is  to  bring  an  action 
>r  any  rent  (tithes),  if  the  right  shall  not  have  accrued 
rithin  twenty  years.  Thb  is  extended  to  equity  by  the 
nrenty-fourth  section,  and  by  the  thirty-fourth  section 
le  right  becomes,  at  the  determination  of  that  period, 
xtingubhed. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Uqyd  in  support  of  the  bill. 
The  statute  pleaded,  viz.  the  S  &  4  W.  4.  c.  27.,  does 
ot  apply  to  the  present  case,  in  which  the  Defendant, 

>  a  bill  for  the  arrears  of  tithes,  claims  an  entire  ex- 
CDption  from  their  payment.  Such  a  claim  must  be 
rounded  on  the  act  of  the  previous  session,  namely, 
le  S  &  S  ^.  4.  c.  100.,  which  requires  sixty  years*  ex- 
oaption  to  be  proved  to  sustain  a  prescription  or  claim 

>  an  exemption  from  tithes ;  otherwise  it  must  be  held 
lat  the  act  of  the  2  &  3  fF.  4.  (though  recognised  as  un- 
>pealed  by  the  subsequent  act  of  the  4  &  5  fV.  4.  c.  83.) 
as  been  repealed  by  the  act  of  the  3  &  4  fF.  4.,  the 
rovisions  of  which  are  utterly  inapplicable  to  the  pro- 
isicms  of  the  former  act  The  consequence  must  be 
iBt  the  sixty  years  mentioned  in  the  act  of  1832  will 
«  cat  down  to  twenty  years  by  the  act  of  1833. 

Secondly,  the  plea  is  informal  in  not  properly  meet- 
iig  the  maintiffs'  case.  The  bill  is  for  tithes  accrued 
pvithin  five  years,  and  the  plea  to  meet  it  is  that  the 

Vol.  V.  Qq  right 
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1842.       right  did  not  accrue  within  twenty  years,  and       tliat 
Th^^^^^&r   I^^^^"^*^  ^^^^  ^^^  '^^^  ^"   possession  of  the  ^:itlies 
oTElt       within  twenty  years:  the  plea  should  aflBrm  tha^  the 
Buss         ^thes  in  question  and  the  right  of  action  or  suit  di^  jiot 
accrue  within  twenty  years.    The  tithes  demanded  have 
accrued  within  the  twenty  years,  and  it  is  the  very  coni- 
plaint  of  the  Plaintifl&  that  the  Defendant  has  not  allowed 
them  to  take  possession. 

Thirdly,  the  statements  in  the  bill,  which  are  not 
denied  by  the  plea,  must,  on  this  argument,  be  taken  to 
be  true.  Now,  according  to  the  allegations  of  the  biOf 
the  Plaintiffi  established  their  right  in  this  Court,  tod 
obtained  a  decree  in  IBIS. 

Fourthly,  in  1831  the  Plaintifis  granted  a  lease  of 
the  tithes,  and,  therefore,  at  the  passing  of  the  act  their 
estate  was  a  reversion  only,  which  only  came  into  pos- 
session upon  the  surrender  in  18S7,  at  which  time,  there- 
fore, their  right,  by  the  fidh  section,  first  accrued.(a) 

The  plea  also  states,  that  the  Plaintifl^,  and  those 
through  whom  they  claim^  have  not  been  in  possession 
within  twenty  years;  it  should  have  stated  that  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  those  who  claim  through  them  (viz.  the 
lessee),  have  not  been  in  possession  within  that  time. 

Mr.  Kindersley  in  reply. 

SaVceld  v.  Johnston  (i),  Felkmes  v.  Chn/  (c),  and  the 
twenty-ninth  section  of  the  S  &  4  fV.  4.  c.  27.  were  re- 
ferred to. 

(a)  See  Chadwick  v.  Broad-         (c)  Queen's  Bencb»  M  1<^ 
wood^  3  Beavan,  308.  1843. 

{b)  1  Hare,  196. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1842. 

The  Plaintiffs  state  themselves  to  be  grantees,  under  The  Dean^&c. 
Jtters patent, dated  lOihoi September,  SSfl:8.,of  therec-  °^^^ 
vrj  or  parsonage  oi  Lakenheath,  and  of  the  tithes  therein  Bliss. 
rising.  That  within  the  titheable  places  of  the  parish 
f  JLakenheathj  there  is  a  district  called  Ldkenheath  Fen, 
hich  was  formerly  uninclosed  and  unproductive,  but 
lat  the  lands  therein  were  afterwards  drained,  and 
x>ot  fifty  years  ago,  were  brought  into  a  state  of  culti- 
ition,  and  have  since  been  used  and  cultivated  as 
*able,  meadow,  and  pasture  land,  and  have  produced 
theable  matters  of  considerable  value,  the  tithes  of 
hicfa,  since  the  21st  of  December  1837,  ought  to  have 
^n  rendered  to  the  Plaintiffs.  That  the  Defendant, 
noogst  others,  is  an  occupier  of  laud  within  the  dis* 
ict,  and  has,  in  every  year  since  the  21st  oi  December 
IS%  taken  tithedble  matters,  without  setting  out  any 
:bes  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  he  reftises  to  do  so. 
he  bill  charges  that  the  lands  are  not  exempted  from 
lyment;  that  in  former  times  they  were  frequently 
ider  water,  and  were  not,  till  about  fifty  years  ago, 
■ought  into  regular  cultivation,  and  did  not  produce 
ly  com  or  grain,  or  not  any  considerable  quantity,  but 
At  the  tithes  of  lamb  and  wool  of  sheep  fed  thereon 
as  paid  to  the  Plainti£&  or  their  lessees,  and  other 
lies  were  paid  to  the  vicar.  And  by  way  of  evidence, 
lat  the  land  was  not  exempt  from  payment  of  tithes,  it 

charged,  that  in  1808,  the  lessees  of  the  Plaintiffs 
led  their  bill  in  this  Court  against  certain  occupiers  of 
ind,  stated  to  be  within  the  district,  for  an  account  of 
thes ;  that  the  Defendants  to  that  bill  alleged  an  ex- 
roption,  but  that,  nevertheless,  on  the  16th  oi  December 
813,  an  account  of  tithes  was  decreed ;  and  it  is  fur- 
ber  charged,  that  under  an  indenture,  dated  the  4th  of 
larch  18S1,  the  rectory  and  tithes  oi  Lakenheath  were 
emised  to  a  lessee  for  a  term  of  years,  which  was  sur- 
Q?  2  rendered 
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184>2.  rendered  on  the  Slst  of  December  18S7,  from  which 

Th^ea^c  ^^^  ^^^  account  of  tithes  is  claimed, 
of  Ely 
^'  To  this  bill,  the  Defendant  Roper  Cash  has  pleaded 

j5l«ISSa 

the  statute  of  the  S  &  4  W.  4.  c.  27.,  and  that  neither 
the  PiaintifTs,  nor  any  person  through  whom  they  cUim, 
have  or  hath  been  in  possession  or  receipt  of  the  profits 
of  the  tithes  of  Lakenheath  Fetij  or  any  of  them,  within 
twenty  years  next  before  the  institution  of  this,  suit ;  and 
that  no  acknowledgment  of  the  title  (if  any)  of  the 
Plaintiffs  to  the  tithes,  or  any  of  them,  has  ever  been 
given  to  the  Plaintifis  or  their  agent,  in  writing  signed 
by  the  Defendant,  nor,  to  his  knowledge  or  belief,  bjr 
any  other  persons  in  possession  or  receipt  of  the  profits 
of  the  tithes,  within  twenty  years  next  before  the  insti- 
tution of  this  suit. 

The  case,  therefore,  as  it  appears  upon  the  bill  and 
the  plea,  is,  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  generally  to 
the  rectorial  tithes  arising  within  the  rectory  and  par- 
sonage of  Lakenheath  ;  that,  within  the  rectory,  there  is 
a  particular  tract  of  land  called  Lakenheath  Ferij  that 
the  Defendant  is  an  occupier  of  land  within  that  tract, 
and  has  taken  titheable  matters  therein  arising ;  but  that 
within  twenty  years  before  the  institution  of  this  suit, 
the  Plaintiffs  have  not  received  any  tithes  arising  from 
Lakenheath  Fen^  and  no  acknowledgment  of  their  right 
has  been  given  or  made. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiffs'  right,  if  any 
they  had,  is  extinguished,  or  whether  they  are  barred  of 
their  right  or  remedy  by  the  statute  3  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  27. 
By  the  first  section  of  that  act,  it  is  enacted,  that  the 
word  "land"  shall  in  its  meaning  extend  to  tithes, 
other  than  tithes  belonging  to  a  spiritual  or  eleemosy- 
nary corporation  sole.  The  second  section  enacts,  that, 
after  the  Slst  of  December  1833,  no  person  shall  bring 

an 
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o  action  to  recover  land,  but  within  twenty  years  next        1842. 

fter  the  riffht  to  brins  such  action  first  accrued  to  the  ,y^y^! 

.     .  TheDeao,&c, 

erson  bringing  the  same.     The  third  section  defines        of  Ely 

ie  time  when  the  right  to  bring  an  action  shall  be        ^^* 

eemed  to  have  accrued,  in  the  particular  cases  therein 

pecified.  (a)     The  twenty-fourth  section  enacts,   that 

o  suit  in  equity  shall  be  brought  after  the  period, 

'hen  the  Plaintiffs,  if  entitled  at  law,  might  have  brought 

a  action.    And  the  thirty-fourth  enacts,  that  at  the  end 

f  the  period  of  limitation,  the  right  of  the  party  out  of 

ossession  shall  be  extinguished. 

The  tithes  sought  to  be  recovered  by  this  bill,  not 
eing  tithes  belonging  to  a  spiritual  or  eleemosynary 
orporation  sole,  come  within  the  meaning  of  the  word 
'  land  "  as  employed  in  this  act  of  parliament ;  and  the 
uestion  arises,  not  as  to  all  the  tithes  arising  within 
lie  rectory  or  parsonage  of  Lakenheat/h  but  only  as  to 
Qch  tithes  as  arise  in  the  district  within  the  rectory, 
rhich,  in  the  bill,  is  distinguished  by  the  name  of 
'jokenheath  Fen.  Upon  this  occasion,  I  must  consider 
lie  Plaintiffs  to  be  entitled  generally  to  the  tithes  aris- 
jg  within  the  rectory,  and  independently  of  the  statute, 
nd  of  special  circumstances,  the  Plaintiffs  would  have 
ad  a  right  of  action,  from  the  time  of  their  original 
rant,  and  therefore  the  question  seems  to  be,  whether 
bere  are,  in  this  case,  any  particular  circumstances  to 
irevent  the  operation  of  the  act. 

It  is,  in  the  first  place,  said,  that  the  effect  which  by 
he  plea  is  imputed  to  the  act  S  8c  4  W.  4.  c.  27.,  would 
ntirely  subvert  the  act  2  &  3  fF. 4.  c.lOO.,  passed  in 
he  preceding  year,  for  shortening  the  time  required  in 
claims  of  exemption  from,  or  discharge  of  tithes.     I 

think 
(a)  Jamet  v.  Salter,  5  Bing,  K.  C.  SSZ. 
(3iq  3 
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1842.  think  that  it  has  been  correctly  observed  upon  the  two 
acts,  that  they  have  different  objects ;  but  it  i^)pean  to 
me  to  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  the-  objection  to  sty, 
that  if  two  inconsistent  acts  be  passed  at  different  timef, 
the  last  is  to  be  obeyed,  and  if  obedience  cannot  be  ob- 
served without  derogating  from  the  first,  it  is  the  first 
which  must  give  way.  Every  act  of  parliament  most 
be  considered  with  reference  to  the  state  of  the  law 
subsisting  when  it  came  into  operation,  and  when  it  is 
to  be  applied ;  it  cannot  otherwise  be  rationally  con- 
strued. Every  act  is  made,  either  for  the  purpose  of 
making  a  change  in  the  law,  or  for  the  purpose  of  better 
declaring  the  law,  and  its  operation  is  not  to  be  im- 
peded by  the  mere  fact  that  it  is  inconsistent  widi  some 
previous  enactment 

The  next  objection  is,  that  the  tithes  now  sought  are 
demanded  in  respect  of  titheable  matters  which  were 
not  produced  till  within  twenty  years  before  the  filing 
of  the  bill ;  that  no  right  of  action  could  arise^  nor 
could  the  statute  have  any  operation  in  such  a  case,  and 
that  the  plea  ought  to  have  alleged,  that  the  titheable 
matters,  in  respect  of  which  the  tithes  are  demanded, 
were  produced  more  than  twenty  years  ago,  and  conse- 
quently that  the  right  of  action,  in  respect  of  such  tithes, 
accrued  more  than  twenty  years  ago. 

The  plea  should  be  adapted  to  the  bill,  and  thb  bill, 
after  requiring  the  Defendant  to  set  out  an  account  of 
the  corn,  grain,  lambs  and  wool,  and  of  all  other  tithe- 
able matters  and  things,  which  have  arisen  upon  the 
lands  of  the  Defendant,  and  have  been  taken  by  bim 
in  each  year  since  December  1837,  prays,  that  an  ac- 
count may  be  taken,  under  the  decree  of  the  Court,  of 
the  tithes  of  such  titheable  matters,  which  have  been 
subtracted  by  the  Defendant     The  bill  therefore  prays, 

generally, 
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generally^  an  account  of  all  the  tithes  of  all  titheable  1842. 
matters,  which  have  been  produced  since  the  21st  of  rpJ^^J^^ 
December  1887)  not  at  all  distinguishing  such  tithes  as  of  Ely 
llave  arisen  from  the  titheable  matters,  which  were  not  ^  ^* 
produced  till  within  the  last  twenty  years,  and  in  the  stat- 
ing part  of  the  bill,  it  is  not  alleged,  that  the  titheable 
Doatters,  in  respect  of  which  the  tithes  are  sought,  were 
not  produced  till  within  twen^  years  before  the  bill 
WBM  filed)  but  on  the  contrary,  it  is  stated,  that  under 
m  act  passed  in  the  eighth  year  of  George  the  Third, 
Lakenheath  Fen  was  improved,  and  by  the  means  afore- 
laid,  Lakenheath  Fen,  which  had  previously  been  un- 
productive, or  had  produced  titheable  matters  of  very 
iooonsiderable  value,  became  fit  for  cultivation;  and 
ibout  fiffy  years  ago  the  lands  forming  Lalenheath  Fen 
irere  brought  into  a  state  of  cultivation,  and  have  since 
neen  used  and  cultivated  as  arable^  meadow,  and  pas- 
»Te  land,  and  have  produced  titheable  matters  and 
liings  of  considerable  value.  Upon  this  bill  therefore 
t  cannot,  even  on  the  view  taken  of  the  subject  by  the 
Plainti£&,  be  contended,  that  a  right  of  action  did  not 
locme  more  than  twenty  years  ago. 

Bat  then  the  bill,  by  way  of  evidence  that  the  lands 
ire  not  exempt  or  discharged  from  payment  of  tithes, 
;faai^es,  that  in  1808,  the  lessees  of  the  Plaintiffs  filed 
i  bill  against  certain  occupiers  of  land,  part  of  Laken' 
\eath  Fen,  for  the  tithes  of  corn,  grain,  Iamb,  and  wool ; 
hat  the  answer,  amongst  other  things,  stated  that  the 
nanor  of  Lakenheath  and  the  rectory  of  Lakenheath 
vere  parcels  of  the  monastery  of  St.  Peter  and  St. 
Ethelred  at  Ely,  and  that  Lakenheath  Fen  was,  for  the 
fenaoms  stated  in  the  answer,  exonerated  from  the  pay- 
ment of  tithes,  and  that,  notwithstanding  such  defence, 
sii  account  of  the  tithes  claimed  by  the  bill  was,  on  the 
16th  o(  December  181S,  decreed  to  be  taken  as  against 

Qq  if  the 
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1842.        the  Defendants.     Supposing  the  decree  to  have  estab- 

"^y^     lished  that  lands  in  the  occupation  of  the  Defendants  to 
ieDean,&c.  / 

of  Ely  that  suit,  or  even  the  same  lands  which  are  now  in  the 
Buss  occupation  of  the  Defendant  to  this  suit,  were  not  ex- 
empt /rom  the  payment  of  tithes,  on  the  groimds  of 
defence  which  were  relied  on  in  that  cause,  there  is 
nothing  inconsistent  with  this  plea  in  the  fiict  The 
plea  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  statute  is  consistent  with 
the  allegation,  that  before  the  act  came  into  operatioa 
the  lands  were  not  exempt  fix>m  the  pajrment  of  dthes, 
and  the  bill  does  not  allege  that  tithes  were  ever  re- 
ceived or  accounted  for  under  the  decree. 

The  bill  further  alleges,  that  on  the  4th  of  Mttrck 
1831,  the  Plaintiffs  demised  the  tithes  belonging  to  the 
rectory  of  Lakenheath  (which  they  say  included  the 
tithes  claimed  by  the  bill)  to  Hugh  Robert  JEoans;  that 
the  lease  was  subsisting  at  the  time  when  the  act  took 
effect,  and  was  not  surrendered  till  the  21st  day  of  2>f- 
cember  1837;  and  it  was  thereupon  argued  that  the 
Plaintiffs*  right  of  fiction  did  not  accrue  till  that  time,  (a) 
But  it  is  not  suggested  that  the  lease  was  granted  with 
a  view  to  these  tithes,  or  that  the  lessee  paid  or  receifed 
any  thing  on  account  of  these  tithes. 

Upon  the  bill  and  the  plea  it  seems  to  roe  to  stand 
thus :  —  that  the  Plaintiffs  being,  for  any  thing  that  ap- 
pears to  the  contrary,  entitled  to  the  tithes  now  in  ques- 
tion, and  having  a  right  to  bring  actions  in  respect  of 
them,  did,  during  the  twenty  years  and  without  special 
reference  to  these  particular  tithes,  but  by  general  words 
which  would  have  included  them,  if  payable,  grant 
a  lease  which  was  in  force  at  the  time  when  the  ace 
passed,  and  it  not  appearing  that  any  thing  was  paid  or 

received, 
(a)  Chadmck  t.  Broadwood,  3  Beaomit  308. 
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received,  or  intended  to  be  so,  in  respect  of  the  tithes  1842. 

now  in  question,  either  before  the  lease  was  granted  or  rpT^J)^^^ 

afterwards,  1  think  that  the  existence  of  that  lease  does  of  Ely 

not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  act,  and,  on  the  whole.  Buss* 
I  think  that  this  plea  must  be  allowed ;  but  the  Plain- 
tifi,  if  they  desire  it,  may  have  leave  to  amend  the  bill. 


EZART  V.  LISTER,  Nw.  4.  u. 

EZART  V.  GOODILL. 


PATTY  GOODILL  was  entitled,  for  life,  to  an  Liability  of  a 
annuity  of  20/.,  payable  out  of  the  estates  of  the  S  wLuwfa" 

testator  in  the  cause.     The  assets  were  administered  in  a  proceeding 
, .    ^  ,  .  .  1    i»        t  #.  in  which  funds 

this  Court,  and  provision  was  made  for  the  payment  of  are  wrongfully 

this  annuity  by  setting  apart  a  sum  of  6661.  6s.  Sd.  ^p  ^Lurt.^"' 

consols  for  the  purpose.     By  the  decree  on  further  di-     Ifaiolidtor, 

rections,  in  1810,  the  other  funds  in  Court  were  appor-  ^'^n'^'Tn^^^ 

tioned,  and  the  residue  was  ordered  to  be  paid  to  fVil'  Court  belongs 

liam  GoodUk  who  also  was  entitled  to  the  6661  6s.  Sd.,  pr^ST^' 

subject  to  the  life  interest  of  Pattu  GoodiU.  tition  and 

"  obtains  pay- 

ment to  an* 

It  was  afterwards  ascertained  that  the  Plaintifis,  the  ^^^^j^^lj  ^ 

trustees,  had  a  charge  of  263/.  against  the  assets,  for  sponsible. 

expenses  incurred  by  them,  and  by  an  order  made  in  appli«i*lfjhe 

March  1815,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  tax  all  has  merely 

parties  their  costs ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  \QSL  45. 1  Id.  ^f  d^m-^ 

annuities  then  in  Court,  toccether  with  a  sum  of  4/.  7*.  9d.  f5*P^"  which, 

till  1.    1   .  /       <•  I  if  duly  con- 

cash,  should  be  applied  in  payment  (so  far  as  those  sidered,  would 

sums  would  extend)  of  the  costs ;  and  it  was  declared  {^^J/'^     r 

that  the  sum  of  26S/.,  which  had  been  reported  due  to  the  hci. 

the  Plaintiffs,  was  a  charge  upon  the  sum  of  666/.  185.  ^d. 

S  per  cent  annuities,  set  apart  to  answer  Patty  GoodilPs 

annuity 
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1842. 


annuity  of  20L    Liber^  was  ffrea  to  the  Plaintifi  to 
apply  on  the  death  of  Paify  ChodilL 

No  stop  order  was  obtained  by  the  Plaintifi. 

The  costs  were  not  taxed,  and  the  sum  of  1082. 4«.  lid 
stock  and  ^L  7&  9^.  cash  remained  in  Court 

Paify  GoodiU  died  in  January  1842,  and  in  May  fol- 
lowing, William  GoodiU  presented  a  petition,  stating  the 
proceedings  in  the  cause  up  to  the  order  of  1810,  but 
omitting  that  of  1815.  An  order  was  made  on  that  pe- 
tition in  May  1842,  whereby  the  sum  of  108^  4s.  lid. 
reduced  annuities,  and  a  sum  of  9421 14s.  9d.  cash,  which 
had  arisen  from  the  dividends  thereon,  and  also  the  sum 
of  666/.  iSs.  4£f.,  were  ordered  to  be  paid  to  WiUiam 
GoodiU. 

Messrs.  A  and  B.  were  not  solicitors  in  the  cause, 
but  they  acted  as  the  solicitors  of  WiUiam  GoodiU^  in 
the  matter  of  the  petition. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  by  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  surviving  trustee,  praying  either  that 
WiUiam  GoodiU  and  Messrs.  A.  and  B.  might  be  ordered 
to  transfer  into  Court  the  sums  obtained  out  of  Court  in 
May  1842,  and  that  the  same  might  be  applied  in  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  order  of 
March  1815,  together  with  interest  and  the  costs  of  the 
application,  or  that  WiUiam  GoodiU  and  Messrs.  A.  and 
B.  might  be  ordered  to  pay  those  costs,  &c. 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Heberden^  contri^  on  behalf 
of  Messrs.  A.  and  B. 


WiUiam  GoodiU  did  not  appear. 


The 
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J%e  Mabtkb  qfthe  Roll8» 

I  am  of  opinion  that  under  the  circumstances  I  cannot 
grant  the  order  which  is  now  asked.  There  is  no  doubt 
of  the  principle,  that  if  a  solicitor,  knowing  that  money 
which  is  in  Court  belongs  to  one  person,  presents  a 
petition  in  the  name  of  another,  and  obtains  payment, 
he  is  personally  chargeable  with  the  amount.  I  go 
further,  if  he  has  not  the  knowledge  of  the  fact,  but  has 
knowledge  of  chrcumstances  which,  if  duly  considered, 
would  lead  to  a  knowledge  of  the  fact,  he  must  be  made 
personally  answerable  for  that- loss,  which  his  want  of 
due  consideration  has  occasioned.  It  is  very  rarely  that 
such  cases  come  before  the  Court.  I  only  recollect  one 
which  came  before  Sir  JViUiam  Grants  who  said  that  the 
solicitor  had  better  pay  the  money  at  once,  and  it  was 
done. 


1842. 


'In  this  case  there  are  seyeral  peculiar  circumstances 
which  have  been  necessarily  commented  upon. 

His  Lordship  (after  detailing  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  and  the  grounds  on  which  the  petitioner  rested 
this  daim  as  against  Messrs.  A.  and  B.)  said  — -  The 
quest&m^is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  I  am  to 
impute  to  the  solicitors  such  a  knowledge  of  the  charge 
updtttbe  fund  in  Court,  or  of  circumstances,  which,  if 
duly  considered,  would  have  led  to  a  knowledge  of  that 
diarge,  as  ought  td  induce  me  to  say  that  they  must  be 
charged  with  tiie'  kxs.  I  do  not  think  that  I  have 
before  me  sufficient  evidence  of  established  facts  to 
compel  me  to  impute  to  these  gentlemen  such  a  know- 
ledge of  the  circumstances,  as  to  require  me  to  say  that 
they  are  personally  liable.  On  the  whole  I  do  not 
think  I  can  make  them  personally  liable,  although  these 
fluids  ought  never  to  have  been  paid  out  in  the  way 
they  have  been. 

The 
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1842. 


The  order  which  is  asked  for  against  William  GooiiiT^ 
must  be  granted,  and  the  petition  must  be  dismissed  as 
against  Messrs.  A.  and  B.  without  costs. 


as 


Dee.  8.  IS. 


LANGLEY  v.  FISHER. 


When  the 
PlaiDdffob- 
Udas  an  un- 
conditional 
order  to  en- 
lar|e  publi- 
cation, the 
Defendant 
can  neither 
*  set  down  the 
cauie,  nor 
•erve  a  sub- 
poena to  hear 
judj;ment 
until  the  time 
has  expired. 
Having  con- 
travened this 
rule,  an  order 
was  made  to 
quash  the  sub- 
poena, and  to 
strike  the 
cause  out  of 
the  cause 
paper. 


^t 
at 


nnHE  bill  was  filed  in  November  1836,  and  after 
-*-  delay  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  cause  was  a^ 
issue  in  Easter  term  1841.  The  Defendant  then  pro--^^^^^ 
ceeded  in  the  cause,  and  in  Michaelmas  term  1841  h^  ^^^ 
gave  rules  to  produce  witnesses,  and  in  Easier  term  gav^^"^^ 
rules  to  pass  publication. 


The  Plaintiff,  afterwards,  made  four  several  applica- 
tions to  the  Master  to  enlarge  publication.  On  th 
first  and  third  occasions  the  Master  granted  that  in- 
dulgence, on  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiff  undertaking  to 
set  down  the  cause  for  hearing  within  a  given  time, 
(which  terms  were  not  complied  with  by  the  Plaintiff); 
he  imposed  no  terms  by  the  second  and  fourth  orders. 


The  fourth  order  of  the  Master  enlarged  publication 
until  Hilary  term  1843.  The  Defendant  before  that 
time  had  expired,  and  on  the  1st  of  December  1842,  set 
down  the  cause,  and  served  subpcenas  to  hear  judgment 


The  Plaintiff  now  moved  to  quash  the  subpoena  to 
hear  judgment,  and  to  strike  the  cause  out  of  the  cause 
paper. 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  Romilly  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

The 
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The  proceeding  of  the  Defendant  is  quite  irregular  ;        1842. 
publication  being  enlarged,  the  cause  cannot  be  set 
down  without  special  permission.     They  cited  JE/Z/s  v. 
King  (a)  in  support  of  the  form  of  the  application. 

Mr.  G.  Turner^  coniriL  Under  the  old  practice,  where 
a  party  obtained  an  order  to  enlarge  publication,  that 
did  not  prevent  the  other  party  setting  down  the  cause, 
and  the  practice,  in  this  respect,  has  not  been  altered. 
The  usual  order,  on  obtaining  an  enlargement  of  publi- 
cation, provides  that  the  indulgence  shall  not  obstruct 
the  other  party  from  setting  down  the  cause(&);  and  it 
is  the  opinion  in  the  Master's  office  that  this  course  is 
regular. 

The  Plaintiff  has  not  complied  with  the  conditions  of 
the  1st  and  3d  orders,  and  has  not  been  relieved  there- 
from, he  has  therefore  no  right  to  complain. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  his  present  im- 
pression was  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff;  but  he  should 
inquire  as  to  the  practice. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Dee.  is. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  step  taken  in  this  case  by  the 
Defendant  was  not  according  to  the  understood  practice 
of  the  Court,  and  I  reserved  the  case  for  the  purpose  of 
making  inquiry  upon  the  subject 

The  case  was  this :  The  bill  being  filed  in  November 
18S6,  and  the  answer  being  put  in  in  February  18S7, 
the  Plaintiff  lingered  in  his  proceedings  very  much,  and, 
notwithstanding  the  exertions  which  were  used  on  the 

part 
(a)  4  Mad.  186.  (b)  See  Hmde,  S84. 
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1841?.  part  of  the  Defendant,  no  wbpoena  to  rejoin  was  senred 
until  Easier  term,  1841.  Tlie  Defendant  took  the  ma- 
nagement of  the  cause,  and  obtained  rules  for  passing 
publication.  Tlie  PlaintiiF  applied  fonr  times  succes- 
sively to  the  Master  to  enlarge  publication.  It  has  not 
been  explained  to  me  on  what  principle  it  was  that 
these  orders  were  made  in  the  form  in  which  they  were; 
for  it  appears  that  the  first  and  third  orders  put  the  Hain- 
tiff  under  terms  to  set  down  the  cause,  and  that  the  sec<Hid 
and  the  fourth  were  made  without  any  such  terms. 
Pending  the  last  of  these  fonr  orders  to  enlarge  publica- 
tion, the  Defendant  set  down  the  cause  for  hearings  and 
served  a  subjxena  to  hear  judgment.  I  was  certainly 
very  much  surprised  at  such  a  course  being  adopted  — 
it  was  clearly  not  in  conformity  with  the  old  practice  of 
the  Court  Since  orders  for  enlarging  publication  have 
been  made  by  the  Master,  it  was  possible  that  some  new 
understanding  might  have  arisen,  and  I  therefore  though 
it  right  to  make  enquiries  on  the  subject 

The  old  practice  appears  clear,  and  free  from  doubt 
If  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  to  enlarge  publica- 
tion, it  was  considered  that  he  was  causing  a  dday 
to  himself,  and  no  terms  were  imposed  upon  him,  and 
the  Defendant  was  not  at  liberty,  pending  the  order  to 
enlarge  publication,  to  set  down  the  cause  for  hearing; 
if  the  Defendant  did  so,  the  consequence  was  that  the 
subpoena  would  be  quashed,  and  the  cause  strudc  out 
of  the  paper.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Defendant  ap> 
plied  for  an  order  to  enlarge  publication,  he  was  delay- 
ing the  Plaintiff;  and  if  he  obtamed  the  order,  there 
was  annexed  to  it  a  direction  that  it  should  not  hinder 
the  Plaintiff  setting  down  the  cause.  Now  the  very 
form  of  that  order  shews  that,  pending  the  order  to 
enlarge  publication,  the  opposite  party  was  not  at  liberty 
to  set  down  the  cause,  without  leave  for  that  purpose 

expressly 
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expressly  given  by  the  order.     I  apprehend,  therefore,        1842. 
that  if  the  present  course  of  proceeding  had  been 
adopted  under  the  old  practice,  the  Defendant  would 
have  been  in  error. 

I  have  endeavoured  to  ascertain 'what  the  practice  is 

now  that  the  act  of  parliamentfempowers  the  Master  to 

enlarge  publication.     It  may  be  doubted  whether  the 

Blaster  has  authori^  to  add  any  terms  or  conditions  to 

the  order  to  enlarge  publication ;  it  has  been  done  on 

some  occasions,  as  in  two  out  of  four  in  the  present 

case,  and  I  have  found  other  instances  in  which  terms 

have  been  added ;  but  in  by  far  the  greater  number 

there  have  been  no  such  terms  imposed.     In  this  state 

of  things  it  has  been  conceived  that  where  the  Plaintiff 

has   delayed  the  passing  publication,   the  Defendant 

would  be  without  the  means  of  getting  rid  of  the 

suit,  or  of  advancing  it  pending  the  Plaintiff's  delay, 

unless  he  has  power  to  set  down  the  cause  himself. 

But  this  is  not  so;  because  under  such  circumstances 

the  Defendant  might  apply  to  the  Court  for  leave  to 

set  down  the  cause ;  and  on  such  application  the  Court 

would  be  enabled  to  judge  of  the  delay  which  had 

taken  place,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff     I  find  an 

understanding  has  grown  up  in  the  Master's  office  that 

A  Defendant  is  at  liberty  to  do  that  which  has  been 

done  in  the  present  case,  and  the  Defigndant  has,  no 

doubt,  acted  upon  that  understanding;  but  I  am  of 

opinion  that  the  understanding  in  the  office  was  er«> 

roneous,  and  that  the  Defendant  has  no  right,  without 

the  leave  of  the  Court,  to  set  down  the  cause  pending 

the  order  to  enlarge  publication. 

• 
Under  these  circumstances  I  must  grant  this  appiica- 

tion,|so  &r  as  it  asks  that  the  subpcena  may  be  quashed, 

and  the  cause  struck  out  of  the  paper;  but  I  cannot  give 

any 
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1842.  any  costs  of  the  motion ;  in  the  first  place,  because  the 
Plaintiff  has  obtained  two  orders  upon  terms  which  be 
has  not  complied  with,  and  next,  because  I  think  the 
course  which  has  been  adopted  by  the  Defendant  his 
been  founded  upon  an  erroneous  Impression  entertained 
in  the  Master's  office. 


Dec.  15.  ALDEN  V.  FOSTER. 


If  a  mortgagee  T^JTR.  PEUBERTON  and  Mr.  TMer^  moved  to 
receivef  rents  IWl         •       ,      ,            ,           ^     ^       i 
after  the  make  absolute  a  decree  for  foreclosure. 
Master's  re- 
port aod  be- 
fore the  day  Mr.  Bacon  contrd.     Since  the  day  appointed  by  the 

payment,    ^'    Master  for  payment,  the  mortgagee  has  received  rents, 
there  must  be   and  the  balance  due  has  thus  undergone  a  variation. 

ference  and      1^^  mortgagee  is  not  therefore  entided  to  a  foreclosure, 
account,  and 
a  new  day  ap- 
pointed for 

payment.  <p^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  already  had  occasion  to  consider  this  point  (a) 
A  certain  sum  is  found  to  be  due  on  a  particular  day, 
and  payment  of  that  sum  is  directed  to  be  then  made, 
and  in  default  the  party  is  to  be  foreclosed.  The  mort- 
gagee having  in  the  interim  varied  the  account,  there 
must  be  a  new  reference  to  the  Master,  and  a  new  day 
fixed  by  him  for  payment. 

(a)  Garlick  v.  Jackson^  4  Seavan^  154.;   and  see  GMard  ▼. 
Hornby,  1  Hare,  S51. 


Note. — The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  a  subsequent  case,  upon  the 
motion  of  the  mortgagee,  made  a  new  order  of  reference.  See  EiSt 
Y.  Grifitki,poit. 
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1842. 


LOCKER  V.  BRADLEY.  joec.  21. 25. 

l^HE  testator  James  Bradley^    by  his  will   dated  in  A  testator 

*•    February  1793,  directed  the  interest  arising  from  ^"l^^^^^^ 

is  three  shares  in  the  tontine  of  1789,  on  the  lives  of  three  of  his 

is  three  nieces,  Frances  Roosilia  Dyne^  Elizabeth  Dyne^  tew  of  his"^  * 

nd  Mary  Dyne^  (daughters  of  Andrew  Hawes  Dyne  and  sister)  by 

,  1  .       ./.   N        1  -1  i.    1  I      1  .  name,  and  the 

ranees  his  wile,)  to  be  respectively  applied  by  his  exe-  residue  to  his 

ators  towards  the  maintenance  &c.  of  each  of  his  said  ^^^J  and  her 

husband  for 
ieces ;  and  he  bequeathed  to  each  of  his  said  nieces  their  lives, 

ne  share  when  they  should  separately  arrive  at  the  age  annuitVto°3 

f  twenty-one  years,  to  be  also  transferred  to  each  of  and  after  the 

lem  when  they  attained  that  age.     He  directed  his  parents  and 

jsiduary  property  to  be  invested  in  the  names  of  his  -^'  ^^  directed 
,.,_,,_  .  ,,  the  residue  to 

Kecutors  on  trusts,  which  he  declared  as  follows: —  be << divided 

After  deducting  the  aforesaid  200/.  a  year  directed  to   j^ggJJ^^h^ 
e  paid  to  the  aforesaid  Margaret  Jack^  and  after  de-  daughters  of 
uctiiig  the  aforesaid  100/.  a  year  directed  to  be  paid  to  and*^hi"h lie 
le  said  Frances  Dyne  aforesaid,  and  after  deducting  bequeathed 
le  produce  of  the  three  tontine  shares  aforesaid,  and  nieces." 
so  after  deducting  any  other  legacy  or  legacies  which  ^.!l®^^  ^^^* 

may  give  in  this  my  last  will,    or    by  any   codicil  daughter  of 
inexed  or  added  thereto,  then  I  give   and  bequeath  ghoulTbeMtfw 
le  remaining  interest   arising  from  all  my  remaining  living, 
roperty  to  my  said  sister  Frances  Dyne  and  her  hus-  j^^j  f^^^^ 
and  Andrew  Hawes  Dyne,  for  and  during  their  joint  ^"8*^^^ 
ves,  and  for  the  life  of  the  survivor.     And  further  I  date  of  the 
irect,  that  after  the  said  Margaret  Jack  and  my  said  ^^j^'^^^^^  *"' 
ster  Frances  Dyne,  and  her  l)usband  Andrew  Hawes  after  the  tes- 
)yne  shall  all  be  dead,  the  principal  sum,  the  interest  of  ^'^"^^onW*"' 

which   survived  the 
tenants  for  life. 

Held,  that  the  residue  was  divisible  among  all  the  nieces,  and  that  they  took 
»ted  interests,  subject  to  be  divested  in  an  event  which  had  not  happened. 

Vol.  v.  It  r 
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1842.  which  I  have  bequeathed  to  them  in  the  manner  beforc^^^re* 
mentioned,  shall  be  divided  equally  between  the  daugJ^^r^k- 
ters  of  the  said  Frances  DynCi  my  said  sister,  and  whicl  -r-  m\i 
I  give  and  bequeath  to  them  my  said  nieces^  to  be  dE  .Kli- 
vided  equally  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alik^  z^t. 
And  if  no  daughter  of  my  said  sister  should  be  ikt  ^^atw 
living,  then  and  in  that  case,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  m.^  ly 
nephews,  the  sons  of  my  said  sister  Frances  Dynm-^mu^ 
what  would  otherwise  have  been  divided  amongst  h^^er 
daughters/' 

At  the  date  of  the  testator's  will,  Andrew  H.  Bradl^  ly 
and  Frances  his  wife  had  five  children,  namely,  the  thr 
daughters  named  in  his  will,  and  Frances  Dyne  an 
James  Dyfie^  all  of  whom  were  living  at  the  teslulii^  ^s 
death.     Andrew  Hawes  Bradley  and  Frances  his  wi^tre, 
had  another  child  Margaret^  born  on  the  24th  oiJuz^ne 
1796,  after  the  date  of  the  testator's  will,  but  in  h^is 
lifetime.     There  were  no  other  children. 

Andrew  Hawes  Bradley  died  in  December  1820,  ^Mrmi 
Margaret  Jack  died  in  Jidy  1824,  and  Frances  Brad£^^ 
died  in  August  1842. 

Of  the  nieces,  some  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
tenants  for  life,  and  some  survived  them. 

The  first  question  was,  whether  the  shares  vested  ia 
the  daughters,  so  as  to  be  transferable  to  their  personal 
representatives  in  the  event  of  their  dying  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  tenants  for  life,  and. 

Secondly,  whether  the  whole  vested  in  the  three 
nieces  named  in  the  will  alone,  or  was  divisible  between 
them  and  the  other  daughters  of  the  testator's  sister. 

Mr. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  595 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Retishaw  contended,  that  the        1842. 
gift  to  the  nieces  was  vested,  and  that  the  shares  of  such     ^-^^'^-^ 

°         .         .  LOCKBR 

as  died  in  the  life  of  the  tenants  for  life  passed  to  their  «. 

representatives.  Hallifax  v.  Wilson  (a),  Skey  v.  Barnes  (i),     Bradley. 
Harrison  v.  Foreman,  (c)     That  the  gift  over  was,  if  no 
niece  was  then  living,  an  event  which  had  not  happened,' 
and  that  therefore  the  vested  gift  was  unaffected.  Sturgess 
V.  Pearson,  (d) 

Secondly,  that  the  residue  was  given  *^  to  my  said 
nieces,"  which  meant  those  previously  named,  and  con- 
sequently that  it  was  divisible  amongst  those  only  to 
whom  the  tontine  shares  had  been  previously  given. 

Mr.  G.  ^Turner  and  Mr.  Busk,  for  Mrs.  Morgan, 
the  daughter  bom  after  the  date  of  the  will,  contended, 
that  the  nieces  did  not  take  vested  interests,  and  that 
the  residue  was  divisible  amongst  such  only  of  the  class 
as  were  living  at  the  period  of  distribution. 

They  cited  Batsford  v.  KebbeU{e)y  in  which  a  testatrix 
gave  to  A.  the  dividends  of  500L  stock  till  he  should 
attain  the  age  of  thirty-two,  at  which  time  she  directed 
her  executors  to  transfer  the  principal  to  him.  It  was 
held  that  the  legacy  did  not  vest  till  the  age  of  thirty-two. 
They  cited  also  1  Roper  on  Legacies,  507.,  Tfiicknesse  v. 
Liege  (g),  and  Stonor  v.  Curmen.  {h) 

Secondly,  they  contended  that  all  the  nieces  living  at 
the  death  of  the  previous  tenants  for  life  were  entitied 
to  share,  and  that  the  gift  was  not  limited  to  those 
specifically  named  in  the  will.  The  Court,  they  argued, 

favoured 

(a)  16  Vet.  168.  (<?)  5  Vei.  565. 

{f>)  5  Mer.  535.  (g)  5  B.  P.  C.  365.  373. 

(c)  5  Fes.  206.  {h)  5  Sim.  264. 

(<Q  4  Mad.  411. 

Rr  2 
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1842.  favoured  the  construction  which  would  admit  all  tfaKrJhe 
daughters  to  take,  and  the  words  "said  nieces  "  referre--=— iid 
to  the  last  antecedent,  namely,  "  the  daughters  of  m  ^kt^j 
sister,"  where  the  word  daughters  was  used  generall^^  Jy, 
and  included  all  daughters,  and  that  the  gift  over,  if  imm  mio 
daughters  should  be  then  living,  shewed,  by  implicatioE^  -^n, 
that  all  were  to  take. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  W.  T.  S.  Daniel^  for  Bradlet^Bnj. 

Mr.  PembertoTiy  in  reply. 

JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Dec.  23.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

1  have  read  this  will,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  tl  ^^ 
testator  has  used  the  words  "  nieces  "  and  "  daughters^^ 
convertibly.  Any  ambiguity  which  might  arise  in  tl  ^^ 
expression,  "  my  said  nieces,"  is  removed  by  the  gen^^s- 
rality  of  the  gift  over,  which  is,  "  in  case  no  daughi^^r 
should  be  then  living." 

I  think  that  all  the  nieces  are  included  in  the  residua^::^ 
gift,  and  I  do  not  find  in  the  will  any  words,  whici^/i 
appear  to  me  to  indicate  an  intention  that  the  gift  to  tt^e 
nieces  should  be  contingent. 

I  think  they  take  vested  interests,  subject  to  be  divestei/ 
in  an  event  which  has  not  happened. 

The  property  is  therefore  divisible  in  fifths. 
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1843. 


JOHNSTON  r.  TODD.  Feb.  u.  15. 

so. 

THIS  case  has  been  several  times  before  the  Court  {a)  Observations 
T.  .•       r  .  ,     «         on  tradition- 

Jt  now  came  on  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  of  an  ^^  evidence 

issue  directed  by  the  Court.  »«  pedigree 

cases,  and  its 
fallibility.    It 
The  facts  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  i«  not  to  be 

^"^^  JaJb^use 

error  is  proved 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Parry^  in  support  of  the  mo-  ^jj,^^ 

tion.  city,  or  even 

accuracy,  of 
T. -.-„.,  .  an  ignorant 

Mr.  Turner  m  the  same  mterest.  and  illiterate 

person,  is  not 

Mr.  5.  Wortlet/f  Mr.  J.  Anderson^  and  Mr.  Mmiieath^  clusively  ' 
conirh.  ^e^^^d  by  com- 

paring  an  affi- 
— — ^— — —  davit  made  by 

him,  with  his 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  ^^  voce  tes- 

timony ;  dis- 

An  issue  having  been  directed  to  try  whether  Petet*  cepancjes  be- 
1  /•  1-  7      «?      1    >«    /<  ^         /-  1  tween  them  is 

the  son  of  John  Marshall  of  Longformacus  was  the  next  not  conclusive 

of  kin  of  Robert  Marshall  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  his  fS^l"*'  ^" 

'  ^  testimony. 

death,  and  the  jury  having  found  in  the  affirmative,  a      Observ- 

^.       .  1     /.  ^  .  1  ations  on  the 

motion  IS  now  made  for  a  new  trial.  y^\^^  of  testi- 

mony  ^ven  by 

There  is  not,  on   this  occasion,  any  complaint  that  \vhen*the 

evidence  has  been  improperly  rejected  or  admitted ;  it  is  witness  is  illi- 
terate and 
"°*'  ignorant,  the 

(a)  See  3  Beavan,  218. ;  and  anil,  p.  394.  language  is 

^  ^  '  '^  not  his  own, 

3Ut  that  of  the  person  preparing  the  affidavit;  being  taken  ex  parte,  it  is  almost 
ilways  incomplete,  and  often  inaccurate. 

Where  on  an  issue,  the  evidence  is  fairly  before  the  jury,  and  the  judge  is  satis- 
ied,  there  is  great  difficulty  in  supporting  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
that  the  verdict  is  not  supported  by  the  evidence ;  but  the  Court  will  nevertheless 
entertain  the  motion,  and  attend  to  the  course  of  the  trial,  the  issue  having  been 
directed  for  its  satisfaction. 

Rr  8 
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1843.        not  alleged  that  any  new  evidence  has  been  discovered,  o 

^^^^^^     that  all  parties  did  not  come  fully  prepared  for  the  trial  M'-lj 
Johnston  ^  </  i     r 

V.  or  that  the  true  state  of  facts,  as  appearing  by  evidem 

Todd.  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  presented  trf  the  jury ;  and  though  som^ 
observations  were  made  on  the  summing  up  of  th» 
Judge,  from  which  it  may  be  collected  that  the  Defendl 
ants  considered  that  some  things  might  have  been  mor» — 'Je 
favourably  stated  for  them,  no  allegation  is  made  thi^FEat 
the  jury  were  misled  by  any  misdirection. 

The  sole  ground  of  the  application  is  the  allegati 
that  the  verdict  is  not  supported  by  the  evidence. 

The  evidence  having  been  fairly  before  the  juiy,  an 
the  Judge  having  expressed  his  satisfaction  with  th  e 
verdict,  there  must,  on  that  account,  be  great  diflScult — :t 
in  supporting  the  motion ;  but  undoubtedly  the  issue  wa^i— s 
directed  to  be  tried  for  the  satisfaction  of  this  Cour^B^ 
and  the  course  of  the  trial  must  be  attended  to  here. 

The  testator,  Robert  Marshallj  was  about  eighty  year —  ^ 
of  age  when  he  died,  in  Jamaica^  in  the  year  IS2C^' 
His  father,  William  Marshall^  married  Elizabeth  Jeffre^i 
o(  Stilckell  Mill  in  1734,  and  he  was  baptized  in  174C^jf 
and  went  to  Jamaica  when  a  boy.     So  far  the  facts  ar^ 
not  subject  to  controversy.     The  testator  was  the  sow 
of  William  Marshall  who  married  Elizabeth  Jeffrey  of 
Stitchell  Mill^  and  he  went  to  Jamaica  early  in  life. 

On  the  other  hand,  John  Marshall  of  Longjbrmacus 
died  in  November  1789,  a  very  old  man.  He  was  mar- 
ried to  Margaret  Marshall^  at  Longformaciis^  in  June 
1750,  and  by  that  marriage  had  two  sons  Peter  and 
Robert,  and  three  daughters  Ann  Giles  and  Jean  and 
Margaret  Marshall.     The  widow  of  John  died  in  August 

1791 
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1792.     or  these  facts  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any        1843. 
reasonable  doubt. 

But  the  Plaintiff  in  the  issue  alleges  that  John  Mar- 
ikall  of  LangJbrmacuSf  long  prior  to  his  marriage  in 
nSOf  had  married  another  Margaret  Marshall^  by  whom 
he  had  a  son  William^  who  was  the  father  of  the  tes- 
:aton  The  Plaintiff's  allegation  is,  that  fViUiam  Mar» 
:hallj  the  testators  father,  was  the  son  of  John  Marshall 
jf  Ijongformacusy  and  the  half  brother  of  the  children  of 
;hat  Johm  who  were  the  issue  of  the  marriage  which 
x>ok  place  in  1750. 

Whether  WiUiam  Marshall  was  so  connected  with 
John  and  his  family  is  the  question  to  be  detei*mined. 
[f  he  was,  it  is  not  disputed  that  Peter^  the  son  of  John^ 
was  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

When,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  we  speak  of  evidence  and 
proof,  we  must  be  understood  to  mean  such  evidence 
and  proof  as  the  law  allows,  and  as  the  nature  of  the 
case  admits  of.  In  cases  where  the  whole  evidence  is 
traditionary,  when  it  consists  entirely  of  family  reputa- 
tion or  of  statements  of  declarations  made  by  persons 
who  died  long  ago,  it  must  be  taken  with  such  allowances 
and  also  with  such  suspicions,  as  ought  reasonably  to 
be  attached  to  it  When  family  reputation,  or  declar- 
ations of  kindred  made  in  a  family,  are  the  subject  of 
svidence,  and  the  reputation  is  of  long  standing,  or  the 
declarations  are  of  old  date,  the  memory  as  to  the  source 
3f  the  reputation,  or  as  to  the  persons  who  made  the  de* 
:larations,  can  rarely  be  characterised  by  perfect  ac- 
curacy. What  is  true  may  become  blended  with,  and 
scarcely  distinguishable  from  something  that  is  erroneous; 
:he  detection  of  error  in  any  part  of  the  statement  neces- 
Murily  throws  doubt  upon  the  whole  statement  and  yet  all 
JB  r  4  that 
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that  is  material  to  the  case  may  be  perfectly  true;  and  if 
the  whole  be  rejected  as  false  because  error  in  some  part 
is  proved,  the  greatest  injustice  may  be  done.  AH  tes- 
timony is  subject  to  such  errors,  and  testimony  of  this 
kind  is  more  particularly  so ;  and  however  difficult  it 
may  be  to  discover  the  truth,  in  cases  where  there  can 
be  no  demonstration  and  where  every  conclusion  whick 
may  be  drawn  is  subject  to  some  doubt  or  uncertaintj, 
or  to  some  opposing  probabilities,  the  Courts  are  bound 
to  adopt  the  conclusion  which  appears  to  rest  on  the 
most  solid  foundation. 


On  the  late  trial,  the  Plaintiff  examined  five  witnesses 
to  prove  the  kindred.  Four  of  them  were  children  of 
Robert  Marshall^  the  son  of  John.  The  fifth  was  JVil- 
Ham  Jeffrey.  They  had  all  of  them  made  affidavits  ih 
the  Master's  office,  and  all  of  them  had  been  examined 
on  the  former  trial,  so  that  the  Defendants  were  fully 
prepared  to  cross-examine  them,  and  to  bring,  with  full 
effect,  before  the  judge  and  the  jury,  any  inconsistent 
statement  in  the  evidence  given  by  them  on  different 
occasions. 

It  appears  that  in  the  evidence  of  the  children  of 
Robert  Marshall^  there  arc  very  considerable  discre- 
pancies, discrepancies  as  to  the  members  of  the  family 
from  whom  the  information  is  alleged  to  have  been  re- 
ceived, discrepancies  also  as  to  some  facts  which  a^^ 
distinctly  stated  to  be  within  the  knowledge  of  the 
witnesses. 


I  do  not  think  that  the  veracity  or  even  the  accuracy 
of  an  ignorant  and  illiterate  person,  is  to  be  conclusively 
tested  by  comparing  an  affidavit,  which  he  has  made? 
with  his  testimony  given  upon  an  oral  examination  in 
open  Court.     We  have  too  much  experience  of  the 
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jreat  infirmity  of  affidavit  evidence.  Wlien  the  witness  184S. 
s  illiterate  and  ignorant,  the  language  presented  to  the 
[?ourt  is  not  his :  it  is,  and  must  be,  the  language  of  the 
lerson  who  prepares  the  affidavit ;  and  it  may  be,  and  too 
)ften  is,  the  expression  of  that  person's  erroneous  in- 
erence  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  language  used  by  the 
vitness  himself;  and  however  carefully  the  affidavit  may 
)e  read  over  to  the  witness,  he  may  not  understand  what 
s  said  in  language  so  different  from  that  which  he  is 
iccustomed  to  use.  Having  expressed  his  meaning  in 
lis  own  language,  and  finding  it  translated  by  a  person 
m  whom  he  relies,  into  language  not  his  own,  and 
vhich  he  does  not  perfectly  understand,  he  is  too  apt  to 
icquiesce ;  and  testimony  not  intended  by  him  is  brought 
before  the  Court  as  his.  Again,  evidence  taken  on 
iffidavit,  being  taken  ex  parte^  is  almost  always  incom- 
plete and  often  inaccurate,  sometimes  from  partial  sug- 
Testions,  and  sometimes  from  the  want  of  suggestions 
lod  inquiries,  without  the  aid  of  which,  the  witness  may 
l3e  unable  to  recall  the  connected  collateral  circum- 
stances, necessary  for  the  correction  of  the  first  sugges- 
tions of  his  memory,  and  for  his  accurate  recollection  of 
dl  that  belongs  to  the  subject.  For  these  and  other 
reasons,  I  do  not  think  that  discrepancies  between  the 
affidavit  and  the  oral  testimony  of  a  witness  are  con- 
clusive against  the  testimony  of  the  witness. 

It  is  further  to  be  observed,  that  witnesses,  and  par- 
ticularly ignorant  and  illiterate  wintesses,  must  always 
be  liable  to  give  imperfect  or  erroneous  evidence,  even 
when  orally  examined  in  open  Court.  The  novelty  of 
the  situation,  the  agitation  and  hurry  which  accompanies 
it,  the  cajolery  or  intimidation  to  which  the  witness  may 
be  subjected,  the  want  of  questions  calculated  to  excite 
those  recollections  which  might  clear  up  every  difficulty, 
and  the  confusion  occasioned  by  cross*examination,  a» 

it 
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184>S.        it  is  too  often  conducted,  may  give  rise  to  importas^V 
errors  and  omissions;  and  the  truth  is  to  be  elicited  n^=3t 
by  giving  equal  weight  to  every  word  the  witness  m^Mi]} 
have  uttered^  but  by  considering  all  the  words  wil 
reference  to  the  particular  occasion  of  saying  then 
and  to  the  personal  demeanour  and  deportment  of  tL    Ae 
witness  during  the  examination. 

All  the  discrepancies  which  occur,  and  all  that  ttK~"Ae 
witness  says  in  respect  of  them,  are  to  be  carefully  aV^^^ 
tended  to,  and  the  result,  according  to  the  special  cii^    r- 
cumstances  of  each  case,  may  be,  either  that  the  testi.  -Si- 
mony must  be  altogether  rejected,  on  the  ground  tha 
the  witness  has  said  that  which  is  untrue,  either  wilfulN 
or  under  self-delusion,  so  strong  as  to  invalidate  all  thng    ^ 
he  has  said,  or  else  the  result  must  be,  that  the  testimoo^^ 
must,  as  to  the  main  purpose,  be  admitted,  ootwith — 
standing  discrepancies  which  may  have  arisen  froii^ 
innocent  mistake,  extending  to  collatend  matters,  but 
perhaps  not  affecting  the  main  question  in  any  impor- 
tant degree. 

One  of  the  reasons  which  induced  me  to  grant  a  new 
trial  on  the  former  occasion  was,  that  the  discrepancies 
between  the  affidavits  and  the  oral  testimony  on  the  first 
trial  might,  if  possible,  be  explained,  or,  at  all  events, 
that  the  discrepancies  might  be  distinctly  brought  under 
the  consideration  of  the  Judge  and  of  the  jury. 

This  has  now  been  done;  the  evidence  given  by 
affidavit,  the  evidence  orally  given  on  the  first  trial, 
and  the  evidence  orally  given  on  the  last  trial  have 
been  compared  and  contrasted.  Looking  at  the  state- 
ment of  what  passed,  as  it  appears  on  paper,  I  own  that 
I  find  nothing  which  I  consider  to  be  satis&ctory  as  an 
explanation  of  the  differences;  but  having  regard  to  the 

nature 
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of  the  testimoDy,  seeing  that  the  demeanour  of        1848. 
the  witnesses  during  the  examination  and  cross-examina- 
tion to  which  they  were  subjected,  was  under  the  ob-     """"^y 
serration  of  the  jury  and  of  the  Judge,  and  that  the        Todd. 
Judge  is  satisfied  with  the  verdict,  I  do  not  think  that 
the  discrepancies  in  the  evidence  of  the  Marshall^  afford 
a  sufficient  reaspn  for  granting  a  new  trial  in  this  case. 

The  evidence  of  William  Jeffrey  is  subject  to  much 
lest  (4>servation.  In  his  first  affidavit  there  was  an 
admitted  mistake,  which  was  afterwards  amended,  but 
in  neither  affidavit  did  he  state,  what  he  subsequently 
stated  he  had  heard  from  Bobeti  the  brother  of  Peter 
MdrshaUj  or  from  the  family  of  the  Jeffreys.  I  am  asked 
not  to  attribute  the  evidence  subsequently  given  of 
Boberf%  declaration  to  the  superior  efficacy  of  inxA  voce 
examination,  but  to  suppose  that  the  whole  statement  is 
untrue,  because  it  was  not  stated  in  the  affidavit ;  and  I 
am  desired  to  consider  the  whole  of  his  evidence  in- 
credible, either  for  the  same  reason,  or  because  it  so 
strongly  supports  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff  at  law ;  and, 
undoubtedly,  if  the  evidence  of  William  Jeffrey  be  true, 
and  the  jury  must  have  so  considered  it,  the  case  of 
the  Plaintiff  must  be  deemed  to  be  established,  unless 
other  facts  be  shewn,  leading  decisively  to  another  con- 
clusion. 

The  Plaintiff  at  law  had,  on  former  occasions,  alleged, 
that  John  Marshall  of  Lor^ormacus  was  baptized  at 
Torpicherij  on  the  2 1st  of  February  16979  and  if  that 
had  been  made  out,  it  would  have  appeared  that  he  was 
not  far  from  ninety-three  years  old  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  that  he  was  eighty-eight  years  old  in  1785, 
and  thirty-seven  years  old  when  his  alleged  son  married 
'Elizabeth  Jeffrey^  in  May  1784,  and  only  sixteen  or 
seventeen  years  old  when  he  was  married  in  1718. 

I  do 
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1843.  I  do  not  find,  that  the  Plaintiff  succeeded  in  shewing 

that  Joint  Marshall  of  Ij)ngformaais  was  baptized  at 
Torpichen  in  1697;  and  on  the  last  trial,  no  evidence 
was  given  as  to  his  origin  or  family  connections. 

But  a  statement,  in  which  it  was  implied  that  he  had 
himself  married  at  the  age  of  sixteen  or  seventeen 
years,  that  he  had  a  son  married  when  he  was  himself 
only  thirty-seven  years  old,  was  sufficient  to  excite 
attention ;  and  one  of  the  grounds  on  which  a  new  trial 
was  granted  on  the  former  occasion  was,  that  the  De- 
fendants had  discovered  evidence,  by  which  it  was  said 
to  be  proved,  that  John  Marshall  of  Longjbrmacus  was 
born  in  1705,  and  consequently  was  only  twenty-nine 
years  old  when  his  alleged  son  was  married,  and  was 
only  eight  years  old  at  the  time  when  he  himself  was 
alleged  to  have  been  first  married. 

In  order  to  establish  this  fact,  the  Defendants  pro- 
duced in  evidence  certain  proceedings  which  were  had 
before  the  sheriff  depute  of  Berwickshire  in  the  year 
1785,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  John  Marshall  to  be 
admitted  on  the  poor's  roll  of  the  parish  of  LongfoT' 
macusy  and  afterwards  in  the  year  1787  for  an  increase 
of  aliment. 

In  these  proceedings,  John  MarshalPs  petition  and 
replication,  signed  by  William  Wail  as  his  procurator, 
represented  him  to  be  eighty  years  old,  and  to  ha?e 
been  born  in  the  parish  of  Ecclesmachetif  in  the  year 
1 705 ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  these  statements, 
though  proper  to  be  considered,  do  not  afford  any 
thing  like  proof,  either  that  Johfi  Marshall  was  bom 
at  Ecclesmachenj  or  that  his  age  did  not  exceed  eighty 
years. 
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It  does  not  appear  that  he  was  baptized  at  Torpichetii  1843. 
and  he  may  have  been  born  and  baptized  at  Eccles- 
machen  ;  but  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  any  re- 
gister of  baptism,  before  the  year  1716,  was  in  existence 
in  the  year  1785.  The  reference  to  the  sessions  book  of 
Ecdesmachen^  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  John  was 
born  in  1705,  seems  to  have  been  made  at  random,  and 
the  date  of  1705  seems  to  have  been  obtained  merely 
by  computation  of  the  assumed  age  of  eighty  in  the 
year  1785.  I  do  not  think  that  such  a  statement,  under 
such  circumstances,  is  to  be  in  any  degree  relied  on  as 
shewing  the  exact  age  of  John  at  the  time. 

There  are  circumstances  in  the  case  which  arc  in- 
volved in   considerable  obscurity.      The  Plaintiff  has 
given  no  account  of  the  origin  of  John  Marshall.     The 
Defendants  have  not  only  given  no  account  of  the  origin 
of  William  Marshall^  who  is  alleged  by  the  Plaintiff  to 
have  been  the  son  of  «7o//n,  but  they  have  adduced  no 
evidence  of  any  reputation  respecting  him  in  the  family 
of  Jeffreys.     It  is  singular  that  the  testator,  who  was 
baptized  in  1740,  and  is  alleged  to  have  gone  to  Jamaica 
when  a  boy,  should  not  be  shewn  to  have  made  any  in- 
quiry about  his  relations  till  the  year   1810;  and  that 
his  inquiry  at  that  time  should  extend  only  to  the  de- 
scendants of  Robert  Jeffrey  oi  Stitchell  Mill.     He  makes 
no  allusion  to  any  connection  of  his  father's,  and  his  will, 
at  a  subsequent  date,  makes  no  reference  to  any  member 
of  his  father's  family.     The  Defendants  consider  this 
circumstance  as]^proving  that  the  testator  knew  that  he 
liad  no  relation  on  the  father's  side.     The  circumstance 
is,  no  doubt,   very  fit  to  be   considered,   and  it   was 
brought  distinctly  before  the  jury.     If  it  be  true,  as 
William  Jeffrey  states,  that  his  father   George  gave  the 
testator  money  to  enable  him  to  go  to  Jamaica^  it  seems 
singular  that  an  act  of  such  kindness  should  not  have 

been 
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1843.       been  remembered,  and  have  induced  some  notice  in  the 

^^J^V^     inquiry  made  in  1810,  but  still  the  faa  itself  maybe 
Johnston 

9.  true. 

Todd. 

On  the  whole  of  the  case,  although  there  are  many 
obscurities  which  have  not  been  explained,  although  the 
principal  fact  does  not  admit  of  demonstration,  and  mutC 
therefore  be  for  ever  subject  to  the  d^ree  of  doabt 
which  is  attached  to  every  case  in  which  opposing  pro- 
babilities are  to  be  contrasted  and  balanced  against  each 
other,  in  which  you  have  something  perhaps  to  suspect, 
and  something  to  make  allowance  for,  in  the  testimooy 
of  almost  every  witness,  yet,  as  it  is  necessary  to  give 
effect  to  that  conclusion,  which,  upon  a  careful  examin- 
ation of  the  whole,  appears  to  be  best  supported,  as 
upon  the  trial  the  whole  evidence  has  been  fully  sifted, 
and  the  witnesses  have  been  called  upon  to  answer  for 
the  differences  in  the  evidence  before  the  jury,  and  io 
the  presence  of  the  Judge,  who  is  satisfied  and  would 
himself  have  joined  in  the  verdict  if  he  had  been  upon 
the  jury,  as  no  new  evidence  has  been  discovered,  and 
there  seems  to  be  no  reasonable  prospect  of  obtaining 
any  better  conclusion,  or  any  greater  satisfaction  upon 
a  new  trial,  I  think  it  right  to  refuse  this  application. 
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TUCKER  «.  BOSWELL.  Feb.  si. 

THE  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  A  testator  di- 
1  •       ./•  •       rected  his  re- 

to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  his  wife  an  annuity  gi^uaiy  per- 

or400^  a  year  for  life,  if  she  should  recover  her  mental  fonal  estate  to 
<•      1  .  «        .,    ,  y    ^      ^  invested  m 

faculties,  and  until  that  event,  upon  trust  to  apply  for  Und  from 

her  use  an  annuity  of  2001  a  year;  the  said  annuity  of  aiJd\t^Jf"on. 

400/.  or  2002.  (as  the  case  might  be)  to  be  paid  out  of  venient  o|>- 

the  dividends  on  the  government  stock  standing  in  his  ^J"J^5ie' 

name  at  the  Bank  of  England;  and  after  directing  his  meantime  to 

leaseholds  to  be  sold,  he  directed  that  the  purchase  i^^^^    |]^j 

money  for  the  said  leasehold  prembes,  together  with  ^atthe 

the  residue  ot  his  personal  estate  not  disposed  of  or  of  the  land 

applied  for  the  purposes  thereinbefore  mentioned,  should  J^^J^  "1"'^*  * 

be  laid  out  and  invested,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  of  the  unin- 

convenient  opportunities^  by  his  trustees  in  the  purchase  J^^ty^'as' 

of  lands   and   hereditaments  in   England  of  freehold  from  a  year 

tenure,  which  should  be  conveyed  and  assured  unto  his  tator's  death. 

trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  the  like  trusts  as  were      In  the  same 

'  case,  the  tes- 

thereinbefore    declared   with  respect  to  his    freehold  tatorgave 

estates ;  and  upon  further  trust  that  his  trustees  should,  hiftile^iTrfi^ 

as  conveniently  as  might  be  after  the  decease  of  his  recovered  her 

said  wife,  lay  out  and  invest  the  stock,  out  of  the  divi-  Sra^^thCTwise 

dends  of  which  her  said  annuity  should  have  been  pay-  *oo/.  a  year,    % 

able,  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  lands  and  hereditaments  out  of  his 

in  England,  to  be  conveyed  and  assured  upon  the  like  ^^Ti^^^d'h 

trusts  as  were  directed  with  respect  to  the  other  lands  directed,  as 

to  be  purchased ;  and  until  proper  and  eligible  purchases  J^"e"|y°°" 

could  be  made,  he  directed  his  trustees  to  lay  out  the  might  be  after 

1  her  death,  the 

produce  investment  of 

the  stock  out 

of  which  the  annuity  was  payable,  in  land  to  be  conveyed  in  strict  settlement. 

The  wife  did  not  recover.    Held  that  the  extra  200/.  a  year  became  part  of  the 

residue  to  be  invested,  and  did  not  belong  to  the  tenant  for  life. 
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produce  of  the  sale  of  his  said  leasehold  house,  togett^et 
with  any  other  trust  monies  in  their  or  his  hands  wc:^o^ 
producing  interest,  in  their  names  in  government  stoc^&s 
or  funds  of  Great  Britain  ;  and  should,  until  such  p^L-ir- 
chases  of  freehold  property  should  have  been  made,        as 
aforesaid,  in  like  manner  lay  out  and  invest  the  intpn       Kt, 

dividends,  and  annual  produce  of  his  said  residui »ry 

personal  estate,  as  and  when  the  same  interest,  d^Svi- 
dends,  and  produce  should  be  received,  and  accumul  *ite 
the  same  in  the  nature  of  compound  interest. 

The  real  estates  were  devised  to  one  for  life,  ^r-  Jth 
remainders  over. 

The  testator  died  in  1826. 

His  widow  died  in  1835,  without  having  recover^^> 
so  that  only  200Z.  a  year  had  been  applied  to  her  use— — 

The  questions  were,  first,  whether  the  tenant  for  1       ""^ 
of  the  freeholds  was  e!Uitled  to  the  income  of  the  p^^^* 
sonal  estate  uninvested,  as  from  twelve  months  from  t        "® 
testator's  death,  or  whether  it  ought  to  be  accumulat^^^"' 
so  as  to  form  part  of  the  capital  to  be  invested ;  an^^^"' 
secondly,  whether  the  200/.  a  year  (being  the  surpl    -»"S 
produce  of  the  fund  set  apart  to  answer  the  wife's  a-^^"' 
nuity,  after  payment  for  her  use  of  the  annuity  of  20^^  ^^' 
a  year),  formed  part  of  the  income  of  the  tenant  for  \i9^     *^» 
or  part  of  the  capital  to  be  invested. 

Mr.  Pemherton  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  Plaintiff. 


Mr.  Tinney  and    Mr.  A.  Austen^   for  the  tenant  fc 
life,  argued,  that  the  tenant  for  life  was,  upon  the  ai^^--^' 
ihorities,  entitled  to  the  income  as  from  twelve  monti   ^^^ 

fro^:»' 
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from  the  testator's  death ;  Kilvington  v.  Gray{a\  where  184S. 
a  testator  directed  his  residuary  estate  to  be  laid  out  in 
the  purchase  of  land,  as  soon  as  a  convenient  purchase 
could  be  found  producing  S^  per  cent.,  and  in  the  mean 
time  the  interest  to  be  accumulated;  it  was  held  that 
the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  the  interest  of  the  re- 
siduary estate  from  the  end  of  one  year  after  the  tes- 
tator's death,  until  it  had  been  laid  out.  Parry  v.  War- 
rtngton{b\  Siiwell  v.  Bernard  {c),  Enimsile  v.  Mark' 
land(d)j  and  Vigor  v.  Harwood,  {e) 

Secondly,  that  the  particular  object  of  the  testator  in 
directing  the  investment  to  continue  in  the  funds,  was  for 
securing  to  the  widow  the  annuity  to  which  she  might  be 
entitled  under  the  will ;  but  that  the  general  object  was 
to  invest  the  whole  available  residuary  estate  in  land  for 
the  benefit  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  those  in  remainder. 
That,  consequently,  when  the  particular  object  had  been 
satisfied,  the  remainder  of  the  fund  must  be  considered 
invested,  and  the  interest  would  then  belong  to  the 
tenant  for  life. 

Mr.  RomiUy  and  Mr.  Willcock,  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  tenant  for 
life  was  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  uninvested  per- 
sonalty as  from  one  year  from  the  testator's  death :  bat 
that  the  200/.  a  year  became  part  of  the  general  residue 
to  be  invested,  and  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled 
to  the  income  only  of  it. 

(a)  2  Sim.  i  Stu.  596.  (</)  6  Vet.  528.  n. 

lb)  6  Mad.  155.  [e)  12  5fiii.  172. 

(c)  6  Fm.  520. 


VOL.V.  S$ 


610 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY^ 


1842. 


Dec.  S8.  87. 

A  bill  was 
filed  for  the 
administra- 
tion of  the 
testator's 
estate,  by  a 
party  entitled 
to  a  contin- 
gent rever- 
sionary in- 
terest, and  a 
decree  for  an 
account  was 
obtained. 
Before  the 
report,  the 
Plaintiff's  in- 
terest wholly 
failed.    Held, 
that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  not 
entitled  to  his 
costs  of  suit 
either  as 
against  the 
Defendants  or 
the  fund,  and 
a  petition  for 
the  purpose 
was  dismissed 
with  costs. 

A  sole 
Plaintiff 
whose  interest 
failed  pending 
a  reference  to 
take  the  ac- 
counts, was 
restrained 
from  proceed- 
ing further  in 
the  suit. 


HAY  V.  BO  WEN. 

TN  18SS,  Alfred  Farr  became  insolvent,  and  die 
"*•  Plaintiff  Hay  was  appointed  his  assignee.  At  the 
time  of  his  insolvency,  he  was  entitled,  in  right  of  his 
wife,  to  a  contingent  reversionary  interest  in  the  real 
and  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  and  to  which  the 
Defendant  Bcnverif  (the  testator's  widow  and  executrix), 
was  entitled  during  her  widowhood. 

In  18S5,  the  assignee,  under  the  authority  of  the  cre- 
ditors and  the  Insolvent  Debtor's  Court,  filed  his  bill 
against  the  executrix,  and  against  Farr,  his  wife,  and 
the  other  persons  interested  in  the  property,  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  estate,  and  to  charge  the  widow  with 
a  breach  of  trust  In  1839,  a  decree  was  made  for  tak- 
ing the  usual  accounts;  the  Master  was  to  inquire  if  any 
and  what  advances  had  been  made  to  the  husband,  and 
if  any,  and  what  settlement  had  been  made  on  the  mar- 
riage of  Farr  and  wife,  with  liberty  to  state  special 
circumstances. 

While  the  proceedings  were  going  on  in  the  Master's 
office  Farr  died,  whereby  all  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiff 
ceased.  The  Plaintiff,  nevertheless,  continued  prose- 
cuting the  accounts,  and  a  petition  was,  in  consequence, 
presented  by  the  Defendants  to  stay  all  proceedings. 
A  cross  petition  was  thereupon  presented  by  the  Plaintiff, 
for  payment  to  him  of  the  costs  of  the  suit,  either  by 
Mrs.  BcAioen  personally,  or  out  of  the  assets. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Hubbackf  for  the  Plaintiff. 

This  suit  was  properly  instituted  and  conducted ;  it 
was  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  that  the  accounts 

should 
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should  be  taken,  and  the  estate  protected  by  this  Court.  1842. 
The  fundi  at  least,  should,  according  to  the  established 
principles,  bear  the  costs  of  the  administration,  and  if 
not,  they  should  be  paid  by  Mrs.  Bowen^  who  appears 
by  the  proceedings  in  the  Master's  office  to  be  a  de« 
faulter. 

It  was  settled  by  the  decree  in  this  cause,  that  the 
Plaintiff,  though  his  interest  was  contingent  on  Farr 
surviving  the  wife,  had  a  sufficient  interest  to  maintain 
the  suit.  Though  legacies  are  contingent,  the  legatees 
<*  have  such  an  interest,  as  entitles  them  to  know  what 
debts  the  testator  owed."  Andrew  y.  Wrigley.  (a)  In 
SUtdholme  v.  Hodgson  (i),  the  bill  was  filed  by  a  party 
who  could  only  become  entitled  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  certain  parties  without  children ;  it  was  ob- 
jected that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  present  right,  and  might 
possibly  never  have  any,  but  the  Court  said,  *^  As  to 
what  has  been  objected  concerning  the  costs,  these  ought 
clearly  to  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  of  the  testator,  who, 
by  his  will^  has  occasioned  the  difficulties.  Here  is  a 
possibility,  at  least,  of  a  right's  coming  to  this  contin- 
gent devisee,  and  it  is  reasonable  that  all  rights,  such 
as  they  are,  whether  vested  or  contingent,  should  be 
preserved.  On  the  death  of  Mary  Hodgson  the  mother, 
it  will  be  determined  whether  this  right  will  ever  vest  or 
not,  which  has  been  adjudged  not  too  remote  a  distance 
of  time.  If  the  Defendants  were  not  to  be  called  to  an 
account  in  their  lifetime,  they  might  waste  and  embezzle 
every  thing,  and  that  estate,  which  at  present  may  be 
easily  accounted  for,  in  process  of  time  (viz.),  at  the 
death  of  the  Defendant  Mary  Hodgson^  may  be  impos- 
sible to  be  discovered,  by  which  means  the  devisee  over 
may  be  deprived  of  his  right,  and  the  intentions  of  the 

testattr 

(fl)  4  Bro,  C.  C.  155.  {b)  3  P.  W.  300. 
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testator  defeated,  and  though  there  may  be  these  incc^ci- 
veniencies  on  the  one  side,  I  for  my  part  am  able        lo 
foresee  none  on  the  other.     In  the  case  of  Maddox — :  v. 
Staines  (a),  where  the  bill  was  for  securing  a  like  CM^a- 
tingent  right,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  a  dec=ree 
of  this  nature  which  was  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Ch     ^an- 
cellor  King^  and  his  Lordship's  decree  affirmed  in  \z,      mr- 
liament 

Again,  the  decree  operates  for  the  benefit  of  all        the 
parties,  Plaintiff  and  Defendants ;  after   decree  anji^pi^  of 
the  Defendants  can  prosecute  the  suit,  and  revive  .StiT 
necessary.  Here  the  Defendants  have  claimed  the  bei^  <^i 
of  the  suit  by  their  answer,  and  have  adopted  it ;  i  ^  is 
but  reasonable,  that  taking  the  benefit,  they  should  ^r^J 
the  costs  of  it. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Siea^ey  cotUrd. 

The  Plaintiff  has  instituted  this  suit  at  his  own  ri^  ^^ 
taking  the  chance  of  the  Insolvent  surviving  his  iir  5fe. 
The  effect  of  his  death,  is  not  to  shew  that  all  the  Pl^-  ^"* 
tiff's  interest  has  ceased,  but  to  prove  that  he  ne^^'^^ 
had  any.  On  what  principle  then  is  a  party,  who  W^  ^^ 
not  and  never  had  any  interest,  to  be  indemnified  ^^ 
costs  out  of  a  fund  belonging  to  other  persons  ? 

The  Plaintiff's  proceedings  have  wholly  failed,  "^ 
has  no  right  to  bring  the  suit  on  for  further  directior"^^^' 
it  must  not  be  assumed  that,  if  it  were  so  brought  on,  ^^ 
would  be  entitled  to  the  costs,  he,  on  the  contrary,  mi^^"^ 
be  ordered  to  pay  them.  That  point  cannot  be  decid  ^" 
on  petition  without  hearing  the  cause,  and  without  goi  ^S 
fully  into  the  merits. 

The 

(a)  2  P.  Wmi.  481. 
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The  suit,  it  Is  said,  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  par-        1842. 
ies;  far  from  it,  they  deprecate  the  litigation,  no  adv- 
antage has  resulted  from  it,  and  they  have  themselves 
icurred  expenses  which  they  must  bear.     They  have 
nwillingly  been  made  parties  to  this  litigation. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  confess  I  do  not  see  any  good  reason  for  doubting 
7hat  order  ought  to  be  made  on  this  petition.  There 
5,  I  apprehend,  nothing  more  clear  than  this,  that  to 
inable  a  Plaintiff  to  obtain  the  relief  which  he  asks  by 
lis  bill,  the  interest  which  supports  it,  must  be  continu- 
ng  at  the  time  of  the  decree.  If  the  interest  has  ceased 
o  exist  before  the  cause  is  brought  on  for  hearing,  it  is 
itterly  impossible  for  the  Court  to  make  any  decree  in 
lis  favour.  I  will  not  say  that  a  case  might  not  exist, 
)ut  it  must  be  a  very  extraordinary  and  special  case 
ndeed,  in  which  the  Court  could  make  any  order,  upon 
:he  application  of  a  person  who  dearly  has  no  interest 
in  the  subject  of  litigation. 

In  this  case  the  bill  is  filed  by  the  assignee  of  tlie 
nsolvent  husband  of  a  married  woman,  who,  in  right  of 
lis  wife,  had  a  reversionary  interest  in  the  testator's 
estate,  the  PlaintilT's  interest  therefore,  would  entirely 
irease  upon  the  death  of  the  husband  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  wife.  The  testator  having  by  his  will  given  the 
interest  to  the  wife,  the  Plaintiff,  the  assignee  of  the 
busband  sought  by  his  bill  to  establish  his  claim  against 
the  estate  of  the  wife.  The  cause  proceeds  to  a  hear- 
ing, and  at  the  hearing,  one  or  more  points  are  decided, 
and  an  account  is  directed.  At  the  hearing,  the  Plain- 
tiff had  the  same  contingent  and  terminable  interest 
which  he  had  when  he  filed  his  bill,  and  an  account 
was  directed.  The  account  proceeds  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent, but  pending  the  proceedings  in  the  Master's  office 
5^3  when 


614  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1842.  when  the  Master  was  about  preparing  his  report,  the 
husband  died,  leaving  his  wife  surviving  him ;  there  was 
consequently  an  entire  cessation  of  all  interest  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintiff.  I  do  not  understand  why  he 
should  have  thought  it  fit  to  proceed  in  the  Master's 
office  after  the  interest  in  respect  of  which  he  instituted 
the  suit  had  ceased,  nor  how  it  was  that  the  Master  who 
bad  been  informed  of  the  state  of  things,  permitted  the 
Plaintiff  to  proceed  or  take  any  steps  in  the  cause. 
It  has  beeq  stated  at  the  bar,  and  I  dare  say  with  truth, 
that  the  Plaintiff's  object  in  proceeding  was,  in  some  way 
or  other  (though  not  in  a  regular  mode),  to  obtain  his 
costs  of  the  suit ;  he  however  made  it  necessary  for  the 
Defendants  to  apply  to  the  Court  to  stay  the  proceedings. 

I  am  by  no  means  satisfied  that  the  Defendants, 
finding  the  suit  prosecuted  by  a  person  who  had  no 
interest,  might  not  have  made  an  application  of  another 
kind,  but  the  application  they  made  (which  they  were 
entitled  to)  was  to  restrain  the  proceedings  of  a  person 
who  had  ceased  to  have  any  interest  whatever  in  the 
subject  of  the  suit. 

The  question  having  arisen  whether  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  his  costs,  he  has  brought  it  before  the  Court 
by  petition.  Just  consider  how  the  case  would  ha?e 
stood  if  the  Plaintiff  had  been  permitted  to  pursue  the 
course  he  was  adopting,  and  the  parties  had  not  inter- 
cepted him.  Suppose  he  had  brought  the  cause  on  for 
hearing  on  further  directions;  there  would  have  been  a 
Plaintiff  without  any  interest  whatsoever  in  the  matter, 
and  I  do  not  know  what  could  have  been  done,  but  to 
dismiss  the  bill.  I  do  not  see  what  right  the  Plaintiff 
could  have  had  to  claim  costs  up  to  the  hearing  of  the 
cause,  when  confessedly  he  had  no  right  whatever  to  any 
relief.    The  Plaintiff  having  no  interest  whatever,  and 

the 
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the  sole  object  of  the  bill  being  to  secure  an  interest  1842« 
which  he  expected  to  have,  could  not  be  entitled  to  costs. 
It  is  as  well  that  such  a  course  was  not  adopted,  and 
that  a  petition  which  is  a  much  shorter  and  less  expensive 
mode  of  obtaining  the 'decision  of  the  Court  on  this 
question,  was  presented. 

The  Plaintiff  says  that  there  are  special  circum- 
stances in  this  case,  and,  that  for  that  reason,  he  ought 
to  have  the  costs.  Now  I  will  not  deny  that  cases  may 
possibly  be  found,  in  which,  having  regard  to  the  in- 
terests of  infants — of  unascertained  persons  of  various 
kinds  —  and  other  special  circumstances,  the  Court 
has  not  thought  fit  to  give  to  other  persons  the  sub- 
stantial benefit  of  the  proceedings,  without  giving  to 
the  person  whose  interest  has  ceased  the  costs  which 
he  has  incurred  in  procuring  the  benefit  to  others,  (a) 
There  may  possibly  be  such  cases,  but  what  the  Plain- 
tiff says  is,  first,  that  the  suit  was  for  the  administration 
of  assets,  and  that  it  must,  therefore,  be  assumed  that 
such  a  suit  must  be  beneficial  to  all  persons  interested 
in  the  estate.  Secondly,  that  whether  this  be  true  as  a 
general  rule  or  not,  yet  I  must  assume  it  to  be  so  in 
this  particular  case,  becatkse  the  Defendants  who  are 
interested  in  the  assets,  finding  this  bill  in  prosecution, 
have  by  their  answers  claimed  rights  of  their  own,  say- 
ing, if  any  relief  be  granted  to  the  Plaintiff,  we,  the 
Defendants,  desire  to  have  a  particular  benefit  resulting 
from  it  for  ourselves ;  and,  thirdly,  it  is  said  that  the 
proceedings  have  proceeded  in  the  Master's  office  so  far 
as  to  charge  the  executrix. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  none  of  these  circumstances 
entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  any  order  in  respect  of  his  costs. 

In 
(a)  See  Thomaton  v.  Motet^  5  Beav.^  77.  ' 
Ss  4 
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1842.        In  the  first  place,  I  do  not  agree  that  a  bill  filed  ffLOt 
the  administration  of  assets  must,  of  necessity,  be  Kz>e- 
neficial  for  all  persons  interested  in   the  estate.         It 
often   turns  out  to  be   very  much   the  contrary.  I 

believe  a  bill  for  the  administration  of  assets  is,  in 
a  sense,  generally  beneficial  for  the  executor,  for  he 
can  get  a  complete  exoneration  in  that  way,  and  in-      do 

other  (a);   but   if  it  be  a  benefit  which  the  execi itor 

does  not  want,  I  do  not  think  a  suit  for  administra^^Cion 
must  necessarily  be  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons        in- 
terested  in  the  assets ;  on  the  contrary,  it  may  occa^^ion 
much  delay,  expense,  and  vexation  to  them,  in  varS!  ous 
ways,  and  notwithstanding  the  accurate  mode  in  wh>  Jc6 
the  account  is  taken,  it  may  be  extremely  prejudicria/. 
In  the  next  place,  where  a  bill  is  filed  by  a  person 
who  desires  to  have  an  account  of  assets  taken,  charg- 
ing the  accounting  parties  with  various  defaults  and 
breaches  of  trust,  and  the  persons  beneficially  interested 
in  the  estate  claim,  by  their  answer,  such  benefit  as 
they  may  be  entitled  to,  I  do  not  think  that  such  a 
claim  is  to  be  considered  such  an  approbation  of  the 
suit,   or   such   an  adoption   of  the  proceedings  as  to 
subject  either  the  assets  or  the  executors  to  the  costs 
of  the  suit.     Thirdly,  as  to  the  personal  charge  against 
the  executrix  in  the  Master's  office,  I  have  no  evidence 
whatever  before  me ;   I  find  the  persons  who  would 
be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  charge  joining  in  the 
petition  to  stay  the  proceedings,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  former  part  of  the  proceedings  which  pledges  them 
to  an  adoption  of  the  suit,  come  of  it  what  may. 

Looking  at  the   case   altogether,    I   think   that  the 
Plaintiff  did  file  his  bill,  at  the  risk  and  upon  the  chance 

of 

(»)  Knatchbull  v.  Feam/itad,      I  Beavan^  426,;  HUlv.Gomme, 
3  Myl.  4*  Cr.  1 22. ;  Low  v.  Carter^      1  Beavan,  540. 
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of  his  continuing  to  have  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  that  1842. 
right,  which  he  very  fairly  alleged  he  had  at  the  com- 
mencement I  must  add,  that  I  do  not  think  it  is  by  any 
means  clear  that  if  he  had  brought  the  cause  to  a  hear- 
ing while  his  interest  continued,  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  costs ;  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  clear, 
it  is  possible  that  he  might,  but  that  would  depend 
upon  circumstances,  the  evidence  and  the  report;  these 
are  matters  upon  which  I  cannot  now  form  a  proper 
opinion. 

The  Plaintiff's  interest  having  altogether  ceased,  and 
there  being  no  special  circumstances  in  this  case,  which, 
in  my  opinion,  entitle  him  to  be  reimbursed,  by  the 
other  party,  those  costs  which  were  incurred  for  his  own 
benefit,  I  must  refuse  this  application  with  costs.  The 
other  petition  to  stay  proceedings  does  not  ask  for  costs, 
and  I  must  simply  make  an  order  according  to  the  prayer, 
of  it. 


EGREMONT  v.  COWELL.  i843. 

Jan.  11.  18. 

npHE  question  in  this  cause  arose  under  the  S4th  A  demurrer  ii 

-*-    Order  of  August  1841.  (a)  letH^  " 

from  the  time 

The  twelve  days  limited  by  that  order  for  the  Plaintiff  ^^^  £* 

to  set  down  the  demurrer,  expired  on  the  1st  of  January  settingitdown 

1843,  which  was  on  Sunday;  and  it  being  in  the  vaca-  the^gistral^g 

tion,  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  following  day  {Monday  the  2d  office,  and  not 

of  January),  left  the  order  for  setting  down  the  demurrer  of  its  entry  in 

with  ^^^\ 
,  ^  ^  ,  ^  trar*i  book, 

(a)  Ord.  Can.  174. 
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184S.        with  a  clerk  in  the  registrar's  office,  but  the  demurrer 

Z^""^^^^*^     was  not  actually  set  down  in  the  registrar's  book  until 
Egremont  /  ° 

V.  Tuesday  the  Sd. 

COWELL. 

By  the  order  in  question  it  is  ordered,  "  That  where 
the  Defendant  shall  file  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill,  the 
demurrer  shall  be  held  sufficient,  and  the  Plaintiff  be 
held  to  have  submitted  thereto,  unless  the  Plaintiff  shall, 
within  twelve  days  from  the  expiration  of  the  time  al** 
lowed  to  the  Defendant  for  filing  such  demurrer,  cause 
the  same  to  be  set  down  for  argument" 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Beavan  moved,  that  the  de- 
murrer having  been  submitted  to,  the  costs  of  the  suit 
might  be  taxed  and  paid  by  the  Plaintiff. 

They  argued  that  there  had  not  been  a  setting  down 
of  the  demurrer  within  the  time,  and  that  under  the 
S4th  Order  the  Plaintiff  must  be  considered  to  have 
submitted  thereto,  unless,  upon  a  special  application  to 
be  made  by  him,  the  Court  should  think  fit  to  relieve 
him  from  the  effect  of  the  34th  Order. 

That  the  order  required  the  Plaintiff,  "  to  cause  the 
demurrer  to  be  set  down,"  and  it  therefore  became  the 
duty  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  not  only  to  take  the 
order  into  the  registrar's  office,  but  to  see  that  the  de- 
murrer was  actually  set  down  in  the  book,  and  which 
he  had  not  done  in  this  case. 

They  referred  to  Charlton  v.  Richmond  {a)  decided  as 
shewing  that  the  twelve  days  did  not  mean  office 
days. 

Mr. 

(a)  4  Beav,  597. 
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Mr.  Koe  and  Mr.  Shee  for  the  Plaintiff,  were  not 

heard  by 

,  Egremont 

V, 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  who  said,  he  would  make      Cowbu,. 
enquiry  as  to  what  had  really  taken  place,  for  there  ap- 
peared some  inconsistency  on  the  affidavits. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  afler  stating  the  facts  as       Jan.  is. 
ascertained  by  him  from  the  officers  of  the  Court  said, 

The  whole  is  reduced  to  this,  whether  a  Plaintiff  who 
obtains  an  order  for  setting  down  a  demurrer,  and 
leaves  it  within  the  limited  time  at  the  registrar's  office 
has  not  complied  with  the  order. 

I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  he  has.  I  must  con- 
sider this  demurrer  as  set  down  from  the  time  when  the 
order  was  delivered  to  the  clerk  at  the  registrar's  office, 
and  as  there  was  no  surprise  or  prejudice  to  the  De- 
fendant, I  must  refuse  the  motion  with. costs. 


It  appeared  in  the  course  of  this  motion,  that  it  was 
the  practice  of  the  registrar's  office  not  to  allow  an 
inspection  of  the  Book  of  Causes  until  the  commence- 
ment of  the  term ;  so  that  it  could  not  be  ascertained 
what  causes  &c.,  had  been  set  down  between  the  two 
terms,  or  when  they  had  been  entered. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  disapproved  of  the  practice 
and  expressed  a  wish  that  it  might  be  altered,  so  that 
the  public  and  the  suitors  of  the  Court  might  not  be 
excluded  from  the  opportunity  of  ascertaining  the  real 
state  of  the  Cause  Book. 
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ISiS. 


Jan.  SI. 


EGREMONT  v.  COWELL. 


A  statement 
«*  that  the  De- 
fendant al- 
leges and  the 
Plaintiff  be- 
lieves the  fact 
to  be,"  is  not 
a  sufficient  al- 
legation of  a 
material  fact. 
A  bill  was, 
at  the  hearing, 
held  defective 
for  want  of 
parties,  and 
stood  over. 
Another  bill 
was  filed, 
stating  that  at 
the  hearing 
the  sole  Plain- 
tiff was  dead, 
and  stating 
circumstances 
intended  to 
remove  the 
objection  for 
want  of  par- 
ties, and  pray- 
ing the  dis- 
charge of  the 
former  order 
and  a  revivor. 
A  demurrer 
for  want  of 
parties  was 
sustained. 


nnHE  original  cause  is  reported  in  a  former  volume. (a) 
-*-  It  was  a  suit  by  a  pauper  for  foreclosure  and  redemp- 
tion^  and  one  of  the  mortgages  having  been  made  to 
Greenwood  and  BoUondy  and  the  latter  being  dead,  it  was 
objected  that  his  personal  representatives  were  necessary 
parties,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  tenants  in  common 
of  the  mortgage  money.  The  objection  was  allowed,  and 
it  was  ordered,  ^*  that  the  case  should  stand  over  with 
liberty  to  the  Plaintiff  to  amend,  by  adding  parties  with 
apt  words  to  charge  them,  and  bring  on  the  case  to  a 
hearing:  as  she  should  be  advised." 

It  turned  out,  that  at  the  former  hearing,  Mrs.  Vicken 
the  sole  Plaintiff  had  been  dead  nearly  a  twelve  month. 

A  new  bill  was  now  filed  by  the  representative  of 
the  Plaintiff,  which  stated,  that  at  the  former  hearing 
the  sole  Plaintiff  was  dead,  and  alleged  that  the  order 
then  made  was  irregular. 

The  bill  then  went  on  to  state  that  Greeniaoood  and 
Bollond  were  trustees  of  a  post  nuptial  settlement  of  a 
sum  of  6000/.,  "and  that  the  Defendant  Greerfaxxxl 
alleged^  a7id  the  Plaintiff  believed  the  fact  to  be^^  that  the 
sum  of  money  lent  on  mortgage  was  part  of  the  trust 
funds  comprised  in  the  settlement,  and  that  Greenwood 
and  Bollond  were  jointly  interested  in  the  mortgage 
money,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  advised  that  the  mort- 
gage 
(a)  1  Beav.  529. 
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gage  money  survived  to  Greenwood^  and  submitted  that        1843. 
BoUoniTs  representatives  were  not  necessary  parties.  ^^^^^^"^ 


The  bill  prayed  that  the  suit  might  be  revived,  and 
that  the  order  made  on  the  previous  hearing  might  be 
discharged,  &c. 

The  Defendant  Cdwell  demurred,  on  the  ground  that 
BoHoruTs  representatives  had  not  been  made  parties. 

Mr.  Pemberlon  and  Mr.  Beavan,  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer, contended  that  there  was  no  sufficient  allegation 
that  Greenwood  and  BoUond  were  joint  tenants  of  the 
mortgage  money;  for  the  statement  was,  that  Green'- 
VDOod  stated^  and  the  Plaintiff  believed  the  facts  to  be 
so ;  but  this  was  a  mere  statement  by  Grearwood  in  his 
own  favour,  and  of  the  belief  of  the  Plaintiff  therein ; 
that  this  was  not  a  distinct  allegation  of  the  fact,  and  in 
cases  of  this  kind  the  statement  was  to  be  taken  most 
strongly  against  the  pleader ;  Balls  v.  Margrave,  {a) 

Mr.  Koe  and  Mr.  Sliee^  conlrd,  contended*  that  the 
allegation  of  fact,  being  one  relating  to  the  Defendant's 
case  was  sufficiently  alleged ;  and,  secondly,  that  a  De- 
fendant could  not  demur  to  a  bill  of  revivor  for  want  of 
parties,  the  object  of  which  species  of  bill  was  to  place 
the  pleadings  in  the  same  state  as  they  were  at  the  time 
of  the  abatement;  Metcalfe  v.  Metcalfe,  (i) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

When  it  was  ascertained  that  this  suit  had  abated 
before  the  liearing,  the  first  and  proper  thing  to  be  done 
was  to  revive  the  suit,  and  then  to  consider  what  was  to 
be  done  as  to  the  objection  for  want  of  parties. 

When 
(tf)  3  Beao.  284.  (*)  1  Keen,  74. 


V, 
COWELL. 
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When  this  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  an  objection 
was  made  for  want  of  parties,  which  was  sustained  be- 
cause the  mortgage  was  made  to  two,  and  it  did  not 
appear  that  each  was  not  interested  in  the  mortgage 
money;  it  is  quite  clear  that  a  suit  could  not  pro* 
ceed  in  that  state.  It  was  ordered  to  stand  over,  with 
liberty  to  add  parties.  The  usual  order  made  in 
such  cases  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  shall  add  parties  or  shew 
that  they  are  not  necessary ;  the  latter  clause  was  not 
inserted  in  the  order  on  this  occasion,  though  it  would 
have  been  if  the  order  had  been  drawn  up  carefully. 
If  it  had,  nothing  would  have  been  more  simple  than  to 
have  revived  the  suit,  and  then  to  apply  for  leave  to 
amend  to  shew  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  add  parties. 


We  have  this  singular  proceeding ;  the  bill  now  filed 
states  the  abatement,  states  that  the  case  came  on  for 
hearing,  that  an  objection  was  then  made  for  want  of 
parties^  and  was  allowed,  and  that  it  was  afterwards  dis- 
covered that  there  had  been  a  complete  abatement  by 
the  death  of  the  sole  Plaintiff,  and  that  the  order  then 
made  was  not  regular ;  and  it  states,  by  way  of  supple- 
ment, certain  matters  by  which  the  conclusion  is  at- 
tempted to  be  drawn,  that  the  personal  representatives 
of  Bollond  are  not  necessary  or  proper  parties.  To  this 
it  is  said  by  the  Plaintiff  that  this  is  not  done  with 
reference  to  that  part  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill  which 
asks  that  the  Plaintiff  may  have  the  full  benefit  of  all 
the  proceedings  in  the  suit  up  to  the  death  of  Mrs. 
Vickersy  but  with  reference  to  the  statement  that  the  per- 
sonal representatives  o(  Bollond  are  not  necessary  parties 
according  to  the  statements  in  this  supplemental  bill. 


This  is  not  a  case  of  simple  abatement  with  a  right 

to   revive,    but   is  one   mixed    up    with    circumstances 

'now  for  the  first  time  introduced,  and  which  brings 

forward 
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forward  facts  shewing  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  make 
these  persons  parties  who  by  original  bill  were  not  made 
parties. 

It  is  not  a  sufficient  allegation  to  say  that  one  De- 
fendant alleges,  and  the  Plaintiff  believes  a  statement  to 
be  true,  the  Defendant  may  allege  that  which  is  quite 
false,  and  the  Plaintiff  may  believe  it  to  be  true,  but  this 
is  not  a  sufficient  allegation  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff 
of  that  fact. 

The  demurrer  must  be  allowed  with  costs,  and  liberty 
must  be  given  to  amend. 


1843. 


ALTREE  V.  HORDERN. 

rpHE  original  bill  was  filed  by  two  Plaintiffs  in  18S6, 
-*~  to  set  aside  a  purchase,  alleged  to  have  been  made* 
by  a  trustee,  thirty  years  ago.  After  all  the  answers 
had  been  filed,  a  special  application  was  made  to  amend, 
which  was  refused.  Both  the  Plaintiffs  died,  and  the 
suit  having  thereby  become  abated,  the  executors  of  the 
last  surviving  Plaintiff,  instead  of  reviving  the  suit,  filed 
a  new  bill  in  respect  of  the  same  matters. 

It  was  now,  in  effect,  moved  by  the  Defendants  in 
the  second  suit,  that  the  second  bill  might  be  taken  off 
the  file  for  irregularity,  or  that  the  proceedings  in  the 
second  suit  might  be  stayed  until  the  Plaintiffs  had  paid 
the  costs  of  the  first  suit.  The  notice  of  motion,  how- 
ever, was  considered  by  the  Court,  as  unnecessarily 
long  and  complicated. 

The 


184S. 
Dec,  15.  89. 

After  answer, 
and  after 
liberty  to 
amend  had 
been  refused, 
a  suit  abated 
by  the  death 
ofthePiaintiC 
The  executors 
filed  an  ori- 
ginal bill  of  a 
similar  nature. 
The  Court 
stayed  the 
proceedings  in 
the  second 
suit,  until  the 
costs  in  the 
first  had  been 
paid. 
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1842.  The  first  suit  was  attached  to  the  Court  of  the  Vice- 

Chancellor  of  England^  and  the  second  was  attached  to 
the  Rolls. 

Mr.  PembeHon  and  Mr.  Craig^  in  support  of  the 
motion.  There  having  been  no  decree,  the  Plaiotifis 
alone  have  the  right  of  reviving  the  original  suit  If 
they  adopt  their  testator's  right  of  suit,  they  must  follow 
up  his  proceedings;  they  cannot  seek  tlie  same  relief 
by  a  second  independent  suit,  without  abandoning  the 
former  proceedings,  and  paying  the  costs  of  the  aban- 
doned suit  Defendants  are  not  to  be  vexed  with  two 
suits  for  the  same  cause.  They  cited  Chctanck  v. 
Dimes,  (a) 

Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  S.  James^  conlrd.  The  De- 
fendants are  not  entitled  to  what  they  ask.  They  ought 
to  have  applied  to  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  in 
the  first  suit,  for  an  order  similar  to  that  made  in 
Chawick  v.  Dimes. 

It  does  not  follow  that  if  the  first  suit  had  been  pro- 
secuted to  a  hearing,  the  Defendants  would  have  been 
found  entitled  to  the  costs  of  it  It  cannot  therefore, 
on  this  application,  be  assumed  that  they  are  entitled  to 
them.  Another  objection  is,  that  the  PlaintiflTs  in  the 
second  suit,  sue  not  only  as  representatives  of  their  tes- 
tator, but  in  another  character. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  motion,  made  on  the  part  of  four  of  the 
Defendants,  that  the  bill  may  be  taken  off  the  file  of 
this  Court,  witli  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiffs,  or 
that  all  proceedings  in  the  cause  against  tlie  four  De- 
fendants 

{a)  Z  Beavan,  S90. ;  and  see  (N'.  C),  6S5.,  and  Lee  v.  Lee, 
Dryden  v.  Watford^  1  F.  4-  C.      1  JTtfrtf,617. 
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fendants  may  be  stayed  until  the  Plaintiffs  shall  have        1842. 
paid  to  the  Defendants  their  costs  of  the  first  suit 

The  first  bill  was  filed  on  the  22d  of  November  18S6, 
by  James  Altree  and  Edward  Stephen  Altree.  The  an- 
swers of  ail  the  Defendants,  except  one,  were  filed  in 
IBS?,  and  the  answer  of  the  remaining  Defendant  was 
obtained  on  the  19th  of  January  1838.  In  Jidy  1889, 
upon  a  motion  made  before  his  Honor  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  of  England^  leave  was  given  to  the  Plaintiffs  to 
amend  their  bill.  That  order  was  afterwards  discharged 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor  upon  appeal,  so  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs not  having  liberty  to  amend  their  bill,  were  under 
the  necessity  either  of  proceeding  with  the  bill  as  it  then 
stood,  or  of  filing  a  new  bill,  which  they  could  only  do, 
as  I  apprehend,  by  dismissing  the  first  bill  with  costs. 
What  they,  however,  did,  under  these  circumstances, 
was  to  obtain  leave,  by  an  order  of  course,  to  amend  the 
bill  by  adding  parties,  and  they  made  that  amendment. 

In  that  state  of  things,  James  Altree,  one  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  died,  and  the  suit  was  then  sustained  by  the 
single  remaining  Plaintiff,  Edward  Stephen  Altree. 
After  the  death  of  James  Altree  the  answer  of  the  new 
Defendants  was,  on  the  24th  of  Januaty  1840,  put  in, 
and  on  the  17th  of  March  1842  the  surviving  Plaintiff 
Edward  Stephen  Altree  died.  The  suit  therefore  be- 
came wholly  abated.  According  to  my  understanding 
of  the  practice  of  the  Court  (as  to  which,  however,  I 
ought  to  speak  with  difiidence,  because  I  understand 
there  are  different  opinions  upon  the  point),  it  was  at 
that  time  competent  for  the  Defendants  to  move,  as 
against  the  executors  of  the  surviving  Plaintiff,  that  the 
bill  might  be  revived  within  a  limited  time,  or  that  the 
bill  might  be  dismissed.  I  do  not  think  they  would 
have  obtained  a  more  favourable  order.     They  did  not 

Vol.  V.  Tt  take 
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1842.        lake  that  course,  but  seem  to  have  waited  to  see  what 

^-^y^^^     course  would  be  adopted  by  those  who  succeeded  to  ihe 
Altree  ^  '^ 

V.  interest  of  the  deceased  Plaintiffs. 

HORDERN. 

On  the  17lh  of  November  1842,  the  executors  of  the 
surviving  Plaintiff  filed  a  new  bill,  and  I  think  that 
I  can  only  treat  it  as  such  a  bill  as  might  have  resulted 
from  an  amendment  of  the  original  bill ;  for  the  trans- 
action, in  respect  of  which  the  relief  is  sought  by  the 
second  bill,  is  precisely  the  same,  and  although  there 
are  other  specific  portions  of  relief  which  are  sought  by 
it,  yet,  generally  speaking,  the  relief  is  of  the  same  sort 
as  that  asked  liy  the  first  bill.  It  has  not,  in  any 
way,  been  stated  to  me,  that  the  second  bill  differs  from 
a  bill  which  might  have  resulted  from  an  amendment  of 
the  original  bill. 

The  second  bill  having  been  filed  on  the  1 7th  of  N(h 
veniber  last,  the  present  application  is  made,  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  ought  now  to  be  done.  Considering  the 
second  bill  to  be  such  a  bill  as  might  have  resulted  from 
an  amendment  of  the  former  bill  if  permission  to  amend 
had  not  been  refused,  it  cannot  surely  be  contended  that 
those  who  are  seeking  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  former 
proceedings,  and  who  found  their  allegations  in  the 
second  bill  upon  the  statements  made  in  the  answer  to 
the  first  bill,  are  entitled  to  all  the  benefit  of  the  former 
proceedings,  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  lay  them  aside, 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  deprive  the  Defendants  of  the 
opportunity  of  applying,  in  any  stage  of  the  cause,  for 
relief  in  respect  of  the  costs  to  which  they  have  been 
subjected:  nor  can  it  be  contended  that  the  present 
Plaintiffs  are  to  be  at  liberty  to  adopt  the  former  pro- 
ceedings for  their  own  benefit :  —  that  they  are  to 
come  in  and  subject  themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Court,  and  seek  its  exercise  as  against  the  De- 
fendants, 


HORDERN. 
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fendants,  and  yet  that  they  are  not  to  be  subject  to  the        1842. 

costs  of  any  thinir  that  has  hitherto  been  done.   I  confess       \^^^*^ 
^  ®  Altreb 

nothing  appears  to  me  to  be  more  reasonable  than  to  v. 

ask  that  the  PiaintiiTs  may  not  be  allowed  to  prosecute 
this  new  suit  until  they  have  paid  the  costs  of  the  former 
suit;  and  unless  I  find  some  difficulty  which  I  am  not 
now  aware  of,  I  think  there  b  in  this.  Court  sufficient 
jurisdiction  to  say  that  these  Plaintiffs  shall  not  be  at 
liberty  to  prosecute  this  suit,  founded  as  it  is  upon 
the  former  suit,  and  seeking,  though  not  precisely  the 
same  relief,  yet  relief  founded  on  the  same  transaction, 
without  first  relieving  the  Defendants  from  the  costs 
which  have  been  incurred  in  the  former  suit.  I  think 
it  is  no  answer  to  say,  that  if  that  former  suit  had  been 
prosecuted,  the  Defendants  might  not  have  obtained 
costs, — very  possibly  it  might  be  so.  That  suit  might, 
after  a  simple  bill  of  revivor,  have  been  brought  to  a 
hearing,  and  the  Defendants  might  not  have  obtained 
costs,  on  the  contrary,  they  might  have  had  to  pay  the 
costs ;  nevertheless  I  think  that  the  Plaintiffs,  who  alone 
have  the  power  of  prosecuting  the  original  suit,  are  not 
to  be  permitted  to  adopt  these  proceedings  for  their  own 
benefit,  and  at  the  same  time  to  abandon  them  to  the 
detriment  of  the  Defendants,  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
deprive  them  of  every  opportunity  of  bringing  under 
the  consideration  of  the  Court  their  right  to  the  costs. 

The  order  will  be  according  to  the  first  part  of  the 
notice  of  motion,  which  asks  that  proceedings  in  the 
second  cause  may  be  stayed  until  the  costs  of  the  first 
are  paid ;  but,  though  I  think  it  is  very  probable  that 
no  direct  authorities  can  be  found  on  the  point,  I  shall 
suspend  my  opinion  for  a  little  while  as  to  the  other 
part  of  the  notice  of  motion. 

I  think 
Tt  2 
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I  think  that  the  form  of  the  notice  of  motion  is  too 
complicated,  and  on  that  ground  no  costs  of  the  motion 
ought  to  be  given. 


Dec.  22.  Mr.  Pemberton  having  asked   for  judgment  in  this 

cause, 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  my  opinion  remains 
the  same.  Upon  the  best  consideration  I  can  give  the 
matter  I  think  the  Defendants  are  entitled  to  hare  the 
second  suit  stayed  till  the  costs  of  the  first  are  paid.  I 
consider  the  matter  in  the  same  light  as  if  the  Plaintifis 
in  the  original  cause  had  filed  an  original  bill  to  take 
advantage  of  all  the  proceedings  in  the  first  suit  in 
which  leave  to  amend  had  been  refused,  and  had  thereby 
abandoned  the  first  suit,  without  paying  the  costs  of  it. 
I  think  in  such  a  state  of  things  the  Defendants  would 
have  been  entitled  to  stay  the  proceedings  in  the  second 
suit  until  the  costs  of  the  first  had  been  paid.  I  think 
this  is  the  minor  relief  the  Defendants  are  entitled  to, 
for  I  will  not  say  the  Defendants  may  not  hereafter  be 
entitled  to  have  the  second  bill  taken  off  the  file. 

I  give  no  costs  in  consequence  of  the  complication  of 
the  notice  of  motion. 


See  Pickett  v.  Loggon^  5  Vet. 
702. ;  Holbrooke  v.  Cracrojl,  5 
Vet.  706.  n. ;  Wild  v.  Hobson, 
2  Vet,  4"  B.  105.;  Beamet  on 
Costs,  219.  369.  (1st  edit.); 
Spires  v.  Sewell,   5    Sim,   193.; 


Onge  V.  Truelock,  2  Moliojf,  41.; 
Corbetl  v.  Corbett^  16  Ves,  410.; 
Calvert  v.  Roolh,  4  Y.  S^  ColU 
515. ;  Bowyer  v.  AVEvoy,  1  BaU 
4-  B,  562.;  Baldwyn  v.  MaIo,5 
Anstr,  835. 
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184*3. 

HARE  V.  HARE.  AvrU4. 

"DY  his  will,  dated  in  August  18S9,  the  testator  nomi-  The  testator 
■^    nated   and   appointed    Julius   Charles   Hare  and  ^^y^  and 

Marcus  Theodore  Hare  executors  of  that  his  will,  and,  two  other  per- 

.     1        .11.       .o  1.  i<    11  1  •      1  M  1  song  guardians 

jointly  with  his  wife,  guardians  of  all  his  children  except  of  his  children. 

his  son  Augustus.  ^^^& 

care,  charge. 

By  a  codicil,  dated  in  January  1842,  the  testator  left  Ji'IJ|J[.®»^t"*^h^^ 

the  care,   charge,   and   education  of  his  three  eldest  widow.  Held, 

children  Francis  George  Hare^   William  Robert  Hare^  pointment  by 

and    Anna   Frances  Maria  Louisa  Hare^  to  his  wife  ^^^  ^}}^  ®^ 
A  -r,  r-w  111  11  guardians  was 

Anne    Frances   Hare^    and   he   begged    the   executors  not  revoked 

named  in  his  said  will  to  pay  the  said  Anne  Frances  ^^^^\^^Xn 

Hare  such  sums  of  money,  from  time  to  time,  as  they  a  suit  to 

should  think  necessary  for  the  purposes  aforesaid.     As  ^j|j  where 

to  his  fourth  child  Augustus  Hare^  he  placed  him  en-  one  of  the 
.,  ,1..  ri.i  oi.     witnesses  is 

tirely  under  the  joint  management  of  the  widow  of  his  abroad. 

late  brother  Augustus  William  Hare^  and  of  his  brother 

the  Rev,  Julius  Charles  Hare. 

The  bill,  amongst  other  things,  sought  to  establish 
the  will  as  to  the  real  estate.  One  of  the  witnesses  was 
residing  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  His  handwriting  was 
proved,  as  was  also  the  fact  of  his  being  out  of  the 
jurisdiction,  and  the  execution  of  the  will  was  proved  by 
the  other  witness. 

The  questions  were,  first,  whether  the  will  was  suffi- 
ciently proved ;  and,  secondly,  whether,  under  the  codi- 
cil, the  wife  had  the  sole  guardianship  of  the  three 
children. 

Tt  3  Mr. 
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Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  HuUj  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Tinney  suggested  the  proper  mode  was,  not  to 
declare  the  will  well  proved,  but  to  enter  the  evidence 
as  read,  and  direct  the  trusts  of  the  will  to  be  carried 
into  execution. 


Mr.  R.  IV.  E.  Forsier,  for  the  widow. 
Mr.  Roltf  for  another  party. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  that  such  was 
the  proper  course,  and  said  he  was  of  opinion  the  ap- 
pointment of  guardian  by  the  will  was  not  revoked  by 
the  direction  in  the  codicil,  that  the  widow  should  have 
the  care,  charge,  and  education  of  the  three  children. 


See  BooOe  v.  Blundell,  19  Fes.  494.  Lord  Carrington  v.  Payne, 
S  Vet,  404.  Wood  v.  Stane,  8  Price,  613.  Binfield  v.  Lambert, 
1  Dick,  537.  Fitzherhert  v.  FUzherbert,  4  B,  C,  C\  2.50.  PuUan  v 
Ratulins,  4  Beavan,  142.  and  the  notes. 


June  13. 

An  aged  ex- 
ecutor, who 
was  incapable 
by  bodily  and 
mental  infir- 
mity of  prov- 
ing the  will, 
Held,  not 
entitled  to  a 
legacy  given 
by  the  tes- 
tator's will  to 
him  as 
executor. 


HANBURY  V.  SPOONER. 

riiHE  testator  appointed  Mr.  Ireland  and  three  other 
-*-    persons  the  executors  of  his  will,  "  and  he  gave 
to  each  of  them  the  sum  of  500/." 

The  testator  died  in  March  1839. 

With  respect  to  Mr.  Ireland  the  Master  by  his  report 
found  as  follows: — "/r^/awrfdied  in  184?1  in  his  eighty- 
second  year,  without  having  proved  the  testator's  will, 
having  been,  during  the  whole  period  which  intervened 

between 
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between  the  time  of  the  said  testator's  death  and  his  own  ISiJJ. 

death,  from  mental  as  well  as  bodily  infirmity,  wholly  hnbury 

incapable  of  undertaking  the  duty  of  executor  to  the  said  v. 
testator." 

The  question  was,  whether  Mr.  Ireland  was,   under 
the  circumstances,  entitled  to  his  legacy  of  500/. 

Mr.  James  Parker^  in  support  of  the  claim.  To  dis- 
entitle an  executor,  he  must  refuse  to  prove  the  will ; 
the  fact  of  not  having  obtained  probate  is  not,  of  itself, 
sufficient.  The  rule  is  thus  stated  in  Piggott  v.  Green {a)i 
**  Where  a  legacy  is  given  to  an  executor,  prima  fade 
it  is  given  to  him  for  his  trouble,  and  if  he  refuses  the 
office,  he  is  not  entitled  to  it."  Probate  alone  will  not 
entitle  an  executor ;  Harford  v.  Browning,  (i)  Though 
one  only  of  several  executors  proves,  the  others  must  be 
joined  in  an  action  at  law.  This  shews  that  at  law  they 
all  sustain  the  character  of  executors. 

There  is  another  principle  which  applies  to  this  case ; 
where  a  condition  is  imposed  on  a  party,  which,  by  the 
act  of  God  he  is  unable  to  perform,  the  party  is  ex- 
cused: Shellei/s  Case(c);  3  Com.  Dig.  Condition^  V25.  He 
also  cited  Harrison  v.  Rowley  (d);  Brydges  v.  }VoUon.(e) 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh^  Mr.  G.  Turner^  Mr.  Simons, 
Mr.  Chapman,  Mr.  Ckandless,  and  Mr.  Lewin,  for  other 
parties,  were  not  called  on  by 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  was  of  opinion  that 
this  legacy  was  not  payable. 

{a)  6  Sim.  74.  (d)  4  Fes.  212- 

{b)  1  Cox,  302.  ie)  1  Fes.  Sf  B.  134. 

(c)  1  Coke'i  Rep.  97. 


See  Calvert  v.  Sebbon,  4  Beavan,  222.,  and  the  cases  cited  in  the 
note. 
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ABATEMENT. 
See  Demurrer,  1,  2. 
Pleading,  3. 
Staying  Proceedings. 

ABSOLUTE  INTEREST. 

See  Deed,  1. 

Life  Estate. 
Will,  4,  6,  7,  8,  9. 

ACCOUNT. 

The  Court  refused  to  open  accounts, 
though  of  a  general  and  summary 
nature,  not  containing  the  items, 
and  which  had  been  rendered  by 
a  surviving  partner  to  the  repre- 
sentatives of  a  deceased  partner, 
and  had  remained  unquestioned  for 
twenty-two  years,  but  it  decreed 
an  account  limited  to  the  subse- 
quent receipts  of  the  surviving 
partner  which  it  was  admitted  had 
taken  place     Scott  v.  Milne, 

Page  215 


See  Decree,  3. 
Tithes,  I. 

ACCUMULATION. 

A  tesutor  bequeathed  leaseholds  in 
Church  Streeif  having  sixty  years 
unexpired,  and  as  to  which  there 
was  no  obligation  on  the  part  of 
the  lessor  to  renew,  to  A.  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  children 
she  should  leave,  and  in  default  to 
B.  He  bequeathed  to  trustees 
other  leaseholds,  upon  trust  to  ac- 
cumulate the  renu,  until  the  leases 
of  the  Church  Street  property 
<<  should  become  nearly  expired;" 
and  then  to  apply  such  part  thereof 
as  should  be  necessary  in  the  re- 
newal of  the  Church  Street  pro- 
perty, ''  for  the  benefit  of  the 
respective  persons  to  whom  he 
had  before,  by  his  will,  given  the 
same;"  and  the  residue,  ader  an- 
swering the  purpose  aforesaid,  he 

gave 
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gave  to  his  residuary  legatees. 
The  testator  died  before  the  Thel- 
lusson  Act  came  into  operation. 
Held,  that  the  trust  for  accumu- 
lation and  renewal  was  void  for 
remoteness  and  uncertainty.  Cur- 
tis y.Lukin.  Pa^e  147 

SeeTRHAST  for  Life,  L 

ACQUIESCENCE. 

I,  On  the  marriage  of  a  female  infant, 
her  reversionary  interest  in  choses 
in  action  were  settled  under  the 
Court  for  her  separate  use  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  her  children. 
She  afterwards  contracted  two 
subsequent  marriages,  but  no  fur- 
ther settlement  was  executed  on 
those  occasions.  Part  of  the  re- 
versionary interests  fell  into  pos- 
session during  the  first  coverture, 
and  part  during  the  second,  and 
were  transferred  to  the  trustees. 
Held,  first,  that  although  the  deed 
made  during  infancy  was  not 
binding  in  respect  of  the  rever- 
sionary interests,  as  against  the 
wife  surviving,  still  she  might, 
while  discovert,  adopt  it  if  for  her 
benefit.  Secondly,  that  the  wife 
having  survived,  and  not  having 
called  for  a  transfer  of  the  fund, 
must  be  deemed  to  have  acqui- 
esced in  and  adopted  it,  as  it  was 
for  her  interest  to  do  so.  Thirdly, 
that  she  must  be  deemed  to  have 
married  her  second  husband  on 
the  faith  that  her  property  was 
protected  by  the  settlement,  and 
that  he  was  bound  by  it.  Fourthly, 
that  the  third  husband  who  had 


notice  of  the  settlement  previous 
to  his  marriage,  and  had  for 
some  years  after  acquiesced  in  it, 
was  bound  therebvy  and  had  no 
interest  in  the  settled  property. 
Ashton  V.  M'DougaU.       Page  5^ 

2.  Distinction  between  the  effect  of 
acquiescence,  upon  a  motion  for 
an  injunction  and  on  a  demurrer. 
In  the  former  case,  acquiescence 
merely  prevents  the  special  pro- 
tection by  injunction,  but  in  the 
latter,  it  must  be  such  as  to  dis- 
entitle the  Plaintiff  to  any  relief 
whatever.  Gordon  v.  The  Chd' 
tenham  Railvoay  Company.       229 

3.  Consols  were  settled  to  the  sepa- 
rate use  o^  the  wife  for  life,  with 
a  power  to  appoint  it  by  will,  and 
the  settlement  contained  a  power 
for  the  trustees,  with  the  consent 
in  writing  of  the  wife,  to  alter  the 
securities.  The  trustees,  without 
such  consent,  sold  the  Consols, 
and  invested  the  produce  in  Long 
Annuities,  which  they  af\erwards 
sold  and  lent  the  money  on  bond, 
which  was  afterwards  received  by 
the  husband,  who  invested  it  in 
leaseholds.  The  wife  received 
the  Long  Annuities  until  sold,  and 
afterwards  joined  her  husband  in 
executing  a  deed,  reciting  that  the 
sale  of  the  Long  Annuities  and 
the  subsequent  investments  had 
been  with  her  consent.  Held 
that  the  appointees  of  the  fund 
under  her  will  were  entitled,  as 
against  the  husband  and  trustees, 
to  have  the  Consols  replaced,  and 
that  the  interest  over  which  the 
wife  had  a  general  power  of  ap- 
pointment 
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pointment  was  not  liable  to  make 
good  the  breach  of  trust.  Kella- 
way  V*  Johnson.  Page  319 

4.  A  husband  seised  in  right  of  his 
wife*  concurred  with  the  other 
tenants  in  common  in  a  partition 
of  estate  and  mines,  but  no  fine 
was  levied.  He  died  in  1828! 
after  which  his  widow  acquiesced 
in  the  arrangement,  and  took 
the  benefit  of  it.  She  and  her 
lessee  aflerwards  proceeded  to  get 
coal  under  the  land  awarded  to 
other  parties,  and  defended  that 
proceeding,  on  the  ground  that 
the  husband's  acts  were  invalid, 
and  that  the  parties  were  still 
tenants  in  common  of  the  whole. 
The  Court  restrained  her  by  in- 
junction.    Maden  v.  Veevers. 

ACT  OF  PARLIAMENT. 

See  Railway. 

Statute,  passim. 

ADMINISTRATION  SUIT. 

1.  An  estate  was  administered  un- 
der the  Court,  and  all  claims 
being  provided  for,  the  devisee 
was  let  into  possession.  A  further 
claim  was  aflerwards  made  against 
the  estate.  Held,  that  the  trus- 
tees of  the  will  were  not  justified, 
of  their  own  authority,  in  taking 
possession  to  provide  for  it.  (7n- 
dermood  v.  Haiton.  36 

2.  Where  the  Court  administers  the 
assets,  the  trustees  are  protected 
against  all  claims  on  the  testator's 
estate,  but  legatees  still  remain 


liable  in  respect  of  their  beneficial 
interest.     Underxoood  v.  Hatton. 
Page  36 

See  Injunction,  2. 
Pleading,  2. 
Practice,  1. 
Tenant  for  Life,  3. 


ADVANCING  EXCEPTIONS. 
See  Exceptions,  2. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

Afler  answer,  the  original  bill  was 
amended,  and  the  Defendant  ob- 
tained time  to  answer  it;  the 
Plaintiff  then  gave  notice  of  mo- 
tion for  a  special  injunction,  and 
filed  affidavits  in  support  of  it. 
The  motion  coming  on,  the  De- 
fendant obtained  time  to  answer 
the  affidavits,  and  then  filed  both 
her  answer  and  affidavits  in  op- 
position. Held,  that  the  second 
answer  must  be  treated  as  an 
affidavit,  and  that  the  affidavits  in 
support  of  the  motion  might  be 
used  to  qualify  the  second,  but 
not  the  first  answer.  Maden  v. 
Veevers.  503 

See  Costs,  7. 

Injunction,  6. 
Production    of    Docu- 
ments, 4. 
Witness,  1. 

ALLEGATION. 
See  Pleading,  4** 

AMEND- 
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AMENDMENT. 

After  one  of  several  Defendants  has 
answered,  the  Plaintiff  can  only 
obtain  one  order  of  course  to 
amend.  Any  further  leave  must 
be  obtained  upon  special  appli- 
cation. Davis  V.  Prout  Page  375 

ANNUITIES. 
See  Tenant  for  Life,  S. 

ANSWER. 

Where  a  Defendant  is  called  on  to 
answer  an  interrogatory  of  a  spe- 
cified number,  he  must  answer  all 
the  succeeding  questions,  until 
he  comes  to  the  next  number. 
Boutcher  v.  Branscombe,  541 

APPOINTMENT   OF    NEW 
TRUSTEES. 

See  Trustee,  1. 

ARREARS. 
See  Separate  Use. 

ARREST. 

See  Judgment. 
Statute,  5. 

ASSENT. 

A  testator  bequeathed  a  leasehold 
and  his  residuary  estate  to  A.y  B., 
and  C.  (his  executors),  on  trust 
to  permit  A.  to  receive  the  rents 
and  profits  for  life,  and  afterwards 


to  pay  certain  legacies,  and  the 
residue  to  such  of  three  persons, 
Dn  E.y  and  F.,  as  should  be  living 
at  A.*8  death.  The  executors 
permitted  A.  to  retain  possession 
of  the  leasehold  during  her  life, 
and  2>.,  £.,  and  F.  executed  a 
deed  (which  was  also  executed 
by  B.  the  husband  of  2>.),  and 
whereby  they  agreed  to  take  as 
tenants  in  common :  A.  died.  Held, 
that  the  executors  had  not  as- 
sented to  the  legacies,  either  by 
permitting  A.  to  retain  possession 
of  the  leasehold,  or  by  the  exe- 
cution of  the  deed  by  B^  and 
that  the  executors  could  makes 
good  title  to  the  leasehold.  At- 
torney-General  v.  Potter.  Page  164 

ASSIGNOR. 

See  Parties,  7. 

ATTACHMENT. 
See  Irregularity,  2. 

ATTORNEY  GENERAL. 
Sec  Charity,  4. 


BANKRUPT. 

Afler  a  demurrer  had  been  put  in 
to  a  bill,  the  sole  Plaintiff  became 
bankrupt.  Upon  the  motion  of 
the  Defendant  who  had  demurred, 
the  Court  ordered  that  the  as- 
signee should  remedy  the  defect 
in  the  suit  within  a  month,  or  that 

the 
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the  bill  should  be  dismissed  with- 
out costs.  Lord  Huntingicmer  v. 
Sherbom.  Page  380 

See  Specific  Performance. 

BEQUEST. 
See  Charity, 
Discretion. 
Dower. 
Executor. 
Forfeiture. 
Misdescription. 
Monet  in  the  Bank. 
Perishable  Property. 
Power,  1,  2,  3. 
Remoteness,  passim. 
Specific  Legacy. 
Substituted  Legacy,  1,  2. 
Uncertainty. 
Vested  Interest. 
Will,  passim. 

BILL  AND  INFORMATION. 
See  Charity,  4. 

BILL  FOR  RECEIVER  PEND- 
ING  LITIGATION  IN  ECCLE* 
SIASTICAL  COURT. 

See  Pleading,  2. 

BILL  OF  REVIVOR. 
A  bill  was,  at  the  hearing,  held  de- 
fective for  want  of  parties,  and 
stood  over.  Another  bill  was  filed, 
stating  that  at  the  hearing,  the 
sole  Plaintiff  was  dead,  and  stating 
circumstances  intended  to  remove 
the  objection  for  want  of  parties, 
and  praying  the  discharge  of  the 


former  order,  and  a  revivor.  A 
demurrer  for  want  of  parties 
was  sustained.  Egremont  v.  Cotc- 
elL  Page  620 

BILL  OF  SALE. 
See  Ship,  1,  2. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 

1.  A  trustee,  having  power  to  vary 
trust  funds,  admitted  he  had  sold 
out  trust  funds,  but  did  not  show 
how  the  produce  had  been  in- 
vested. Held,  on  such  an  ad- 
mission, that  he  was  liable  to  make 
good  the  fund.  Metier  v.  itfon- 
triou.  146 

2.  A  corporation  voluntarily  founded 
a  hospital  under  the  S9  EUz.  c.  5^ 
and  procured  real  estates  to  be 
conveyed  to  it,  which,  however, 
were  subsequently  managed  by 
the  founders.  The  founders  after- 
wards sold  the  hospital  property, 
and  conveyed  it  for  valuable  con- 
sideration to  the  purchasers*  giv- 
ing them  an  indemnity ;  and  tbey 
applied  the  purchase  money,  to- 
gether with  other  monies  of  their 
own,  in  the  purchase  of  the  W. 
estate.  The  founders  accounted 
to  the  hospital  yearly  for  more 
than  the  rental  of  the  estate  sold. 
Held,  that  the  hospital  was  en- 
titled to  such  a  proportion  of  the 
W.  estate,  as  the  purchase  money 
of  the  charity  estate  contributed 
towards  the  purchase  of  the  JV. 
estate.  AUomey-General  v.  The 
Corporation  ofNexvcaslle         307 

3.  Consols 
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3.  Consols  were  settled  to  the  sepa- 
rate use  of  the  wife  for  life,  with 
a  power  to  appoint  it  by  will,  and 
the  settlement  contained  a  power 
for  the  trustees,  with  the  consent 
in  writing  of  the  wife,  to  alter  the 
securities.  The  trustees,  without 
such  consent,  sold  the  Consols, 
and  invested  the  produce  in  Long 
Annuities,  which  they  afterwards 
sold  and  lent  the  oioney  on  bond, 
which  was  afterwards  received  by 
the  husband,  who  invested  it  in 
leaseholds..  The  wife  received 
the  Long  Annuities  until  sold>  and 
afterwards  joined  her  husband  in 
executing  a  deed,  reciting  that 
the  sale  of  the  Long  Annuities 
and  the  subsequent  investments 
had  been  with  her  consent.  Held, 
that  the  appointees  of  the  fund 
under  her  will  were  entitled,  as 
against  the  husband  and  trustees, 
to  have  the  Consols  replaced,  and 
that  the  interest  over  which  the 
wife  had  a  general  power  pf  ap- 
pointment was  not  liable  to  make 
good  the  breach  of  trust.  Kella- 
way  V.  Johnson  Page  319 

4.  Since  the  orders  of  August  1841, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  make  all  the 
persons  committing  a  breach  of 
trust  parties  to  a  suit  for  its  resti- 
tution. Ibid. 


CARGO. 

See  Ship,  3. 


CHARGE  ON  LANDS. 
See  Judgment. 
Statute  5. 

CHARITY. 

1.  Charitable  bequest  to  the  Rector 
and  corporation  of  W.  W.  beiog  i 
vicarage,  payment  was  ordered  to 
be  made  to  the  Wqbt  and  cor- 
poration.    Hopkinson  v.  EUis. 

Page  54 

2.  A  gifl  to  be  divided  <*  among  poor 
pious  persons  male  or  female,  old 
or  infirm,  as  the  executors  see  fit, 
not  omitting  large  and  sick  fami- 
lies if  of  good  character/'  is  i 
valid  charitable  bequest ;  the  word 
''  poor"  extending  through  the 
whole  sentence.     Nash  v.  Morl^. 

177 

3.  Where  trustees  have  an  option  to 
apply  funds  to  purposes  whidi, 
though  liberal  or  benevolent,  are 
not  such  as  are  in  this  Court  un- 
derstood to  be  charitable,  the  trust 
cannot  be  executed  here.  Thus, 
the  Court  cannot  execute  a  trust 
for  private  charity.  Ibid, 

4.  A  bill  was  filed  by  one  of  several 
trustees  of  a  charitable  gifl,  the 
validity  of  which  was  disputed, 
against  the  co-tnistee,  who  had 
refused  to  act,  and  the  next  of 
kin  of  the  testator,  to  have  it 
executed.  Tlie  trustees  had  ac- 
cepted the  trust.  Held,  that  the 
proceeding  was  not  improper,  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  bound 
to  apply  to  the  Attorney-General 
to  proceed  by  information.    Ibid. 

5.  Bequest 
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5.  Bequest  *•  to  tlie  poor  on  the  tes- 
tatrix's little  estate  in  Suffolk  * 
The  testatrix  in  1784  had  an  estate 
in  Suffolk,  but  which  was  settled 
in  that  year,  and  the  testatrix  had 
merely  a  rent  charge  issuing  there- 
out. Held}  that  there  was  a  valid 
charitable  gift  to  the  poor  on  the 
estate.     Bristovo  v.  Bristow. 

Page  289 

6.  Bequest  of  personalty  to  trustees, 
to  be  *<  applied  for  the  relief  of 
domestic  distress,  assisting  indi- 
gent but  deserving  individuals,  or 
encouraging  undertakings  of  gene- 
ral utility."  Held,  void  as  a 
charitable  bequest.  Kendall  v. 
Granger.  800 

7.  A.  B.  entered  into  an  arrangement 
with  a  body  corporate  for  the  en- 
dowment of  a  school,  and  con- 
veyed real  estates  to  them  of  a 
computed  definite  value.  The 
corporation  stipulated  to  maintain 
the  charity  for  certain  fixed  sums^ 
payable  out  of  rents  of  a  com- 
puted definite  amount,  to  which 
they  agreed  to  abide,  and  became 
bound  to  maintain  it,  though  the 
rents  should  fall,  and  certain  pa- 
tronage was  given  to  the  corpora- 
tion. There  was  a  clause  of  for- 
feiture on  their  non-performance. 
Held,  nevertheless,  upon  the  con- 
text of  the  foundation  deed,  that 
although  the  corporation  were 
bound  to  maintain  the  charity, 
even  if  the  rents  fell  short,  yet 
that  the  charity  was  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  any  increase  in  the 
rental.  Attorney-General  v.  Mer- 
chants Venturers*  Society.         338 


8.  Policies  of  assurance  by  which 
the  directors  engage  **  to  pay  out 
of  the  funds,"  or  '<  that  the  funds 
shall  be  liable,"  or  *'  that  a  share 
of  the  funds  shall  be  paid,"  are 
not  so  connected  with  land,  as, 
under  the  Mortmain  Act,  to  render 
invalid  a  gift  of  them  to  charity, 
although  the  assets  of  the  as- 
surance companies  consist  partly 
of  real  estate.  March  v.  The  At- 
to7-ney' General.  Page  443 

9.  The  rule  is  the  same,  although, 
by  the  policy  sealed  with  the  cor- 
porate seal  of  the  company,  the 
assured  becomes  a  member.   Ibid. 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 

CO-DEFENDANTS. 

An  allegation  in  the  bill  was  ad- 
mitted by  one  defendant,  A.y  and 
denied  by  another,  B.y  and  the 
Plaintiff  who  had  not  proved  it 
proposed  to  waive  his  claim  in 
respect  of  it,  but  this  being  op- 
posed by  A.y  an  inquiry  was  di- 
rected as  to  the  fact.  Croto  v. 
Carleton.  521 

See  Sevbrance  of  Defences,  1,  2. 

COMMISSION. 

1.  A  new  commission  granted,  and 
publication  enlarged,  on  the 
ground  of  misconduct  of  one  of 
the  commissioners  nominated  by 
the  party  applying.  Sayer  v. 
Wagstaff.  462 

2.  The  9th  General  Order  of  Decem- 
ber 1 833,  does  not  apply  to  the  case 
of  a  Defendant  residing  abroad. 

A  com- 
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A  commission  to  take  an  answer 
abroad  must  therefore  be  obtained 
on  motion  or  petition.  The  Baron 
De  Feuchkres  v.  Dawes. 

Page  144 

COMMISSIONER. 

A  commissioner  should  not  act  as  so- 
licitor on  behalf  of  a  party.  Sayer 
V.  Wagstaf.  462 


COMPUTATION  OF  TIME. 

In  the  computation  of  time,  the  rules 
which  prevail  in  the  Registrar's 
office  and  Six  Clerks'  office  are 
different.     Richardson  v.  Horton, 

87 
See  Practice,  2. 

CONSTRUCTION. 
See  Deed,  1,  2. 

General  Orders. 

Guardian,  2. 

Life  Estate. 

Railway. 

Substituted  Legacy,  1,  2. 

Taxation. 

Tenant  for  Life,  1,  2. 

Tithe  Commutation  Act. 

Tithes,  2,  3. 

Trustee,  4. 

Vested  Interest. 

Will,  1,  2.4. 


CONTRACT. 

See  Lunatic,  1. 

Particeps  Criminis,  1.  2. 


CONTEMPT. 

1.  Thp  Plaintiff  was  ordered  to  pay 
some  costs  to  the  Defendant,  and, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  Defendant 
was  ordered  to  pay  other  costs  to 
the  Plaintiff.  The  Plaintiff,  being 
in  contempt  for  non-payment  of 
the  costs,  moved  that  the  costs 
might  be  set-off.  Held,  that  it 
was  competent  for  the  Plaintiff, 
though  in  contempt,  to  refer,  for 
scandal  and  impertinence,  an  affi- 
davit filed  on  the  part  of  the  De* 
fendant  in  opposition  to  the  motion. 
Cattell  V.  Simons.  Page  $96 

2.  A  Defendant  was  taken  under  an 
attachment  for  not  answering,  and 
not  having  been  brought  to  the 
bar  within  the  proper  time,  was 
discharged.  The  Court  directed, 
that  unless  he  answered  within  a 
fortnight,  a  new  attachment  should 
issue  against  him.  Robey  v.  White- 
xjoood.  S99 


CONVERSION. 

1.  A  sum  of  money  directed  to  be 
invested  by  an  executrix  **  in  land 
or  some  other  securities,"  for  the 
benefit  of  one  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  children,  "  but  in 
failure  of  these,  to  A,  and  his 
heirs  for  ever,"  and  which  had 
not  been  invested  in  land,  held  to 
have  been  originally  impressed 
with  the  character  of  real  estate ; 
but  by  the  subsequent  deah'ng 
therewith  by  the  parties  benefi- 
cially interested,  to  have  acquired 

the 
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the  quality  of  personalty.  Cook- 
son  v.  Real/.  Page  22 

"2.  A  testator  directed  his  trustees, 
with  the  consent  of  his  widow,  to 
invest  his  personal  estate  in  ^ee- 
holdyleaseholdf  or  copyhold  messu- 
ages, tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
and  settle  them  upon  certain 
trusts  which  were  applicable  to 
realty.  Held  that  a  conversion 
into  real  estate  was  intended. 
Hereford  v.  RavenhilL  51 

S.  A  testator  directed  a  part  of  his 
personal  estate  to  be  converted 
into  realty,  and  settled  on  certain 
trusts.  These  being  exhausted, 
and  no  investment  having  been 
made.  Held,  that  the  residuary 
legatee  was  entitled  to  the  fund, 
and  took  it  in  the  character  of 
personalty.  Ibid. 

See  Heir  and  Next  of  Kin. 

CORPORATION. 

See  Statute,  1. 

COSTS. 

1.  In  a  suit  to  obtain  the  decision 
of  the  Court  on  a  very  doubtful 
will,  the  Plaintiff  turned  out  to 
have  no  interest.  The  Court, 
upon  making  a  declaration  of  the 
rights,  ordered  the  costs  of  all 
parties  out  of  the  fund.  Thomo' 
son  V.  Moses.  77 

2.  A  vendor  filed  a  bill  for  specific 
performance^  alleging  that  the 
Defendant  had  accepted  the  title ; 
the  Defendant  resisted  it  on  the 
ground  that  the  bankruptcy  under 

Vol.  V. 


which  the  Plaintiff  claimed  was 
invalid.  Neither  allegation  turned 
out  correct,  and  though  a  good 
title  was  first  shewn  in  the  Mas- 
ter's office,  the  decree  was  made 
without  costs.  Sidebolham  v. 
Barrington.  Page  261 

S.  By  the  decree  the  costs  of  all 
parties  were  ordered  to  be  taxed 
as  between  solicitor  and  client. 
Upon  a  rehearing  the  decree  was 
affirmed,  and  the  deposit  was  or- 
dered to  be  returned,  but  nothing 
was  said  as  to  costs.  By  a  subse- 
quent order  the  costs  of  all  par- 
ties were  ordered  to  be  taxed,  as 
between  solicitor  and  client,  from 
the  last  taxation.  Held,  that  this 
did  not  include  the  costs  of  the 
rehearing.     Agabeg  v.  HartweU. 

271 

4.  The  costs  of  rehearing  are  not 
carried  by  the  words  <<  costs  of 
suit  as  between  solicitor  and 
client,"  but  they  require  to  be  spe- 
cially mentioned  in  the  order  for 
taxation.  SemMe.  The  same  rule 
applies  to  the  costs  of  appeals  and 
exceptions.  Ibid. 

5.  The  costs  of  a  suit  for  admini- 
stration, held,  there  being  no  other 
assets,  to  be  payable  out  of  the 
specific  legacies  jvari/^a^fu.  Bris' 
tova  v.  Bristow.  289 

6.  An  application  was  made,  after 
answer,  for  an  injuntion  to  stay 
proceedings  at  law,  and  was  re- 
fused. The  Plaintiff  was  ordered 
to  pay  the  costs.  Barwell  v.  Bar- 
tvell.  873 

7.  On  a  motion  for  the  production 
of  documents,  the  Defendant  was 

U  u  permitted 
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permitted  to  shew,  by  affidavit, 
that  they  could  not  be  left  in  the 
office  without  great  inconvenience; 
but  as  the  ground  for  this  indul- 
gence was  not  stated  by  the 
answer,  he  was  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs.  Gardner  v.  Dangerfield. 
Page  389 

8.  The  costs  of  a  demurrer  of  a  wit- 
ness follow  the  rule  of  ordinary 
demurrers.      Langley  v.  Fisher. 

443 

9.  A  demurrer  on  two  grounds  failed 
as  to  one,  and  succeeded  as  to  the 
other.  No  costs  were  given.  Ben-^ 
son  17.  Hadfield.  5^6 

10.  Where  a  notice  of  motion  em- 
braces two  objects,  and  the  prin- 
cipal  one  fails,  the  party  moving 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  motion. 
Sturch  V.  Young.  557 

Stfe  Creditors'  Suit,  1. 

Reversionary  Interest,  2. 
Scandal  and  Impertinence,  3. 
Severance  of  Defences,  1,  2. 
Staying  Proceedings. 
Taxation,  passim. 
Trustee,  3. 

COVENANT. 

Covenant  in  a  farming  lease  not  to 
sow  with  more  than  two  grain 
crops  during  four  years.  Held  to 
apply  to  any  four  years  of  the 
term  however  taken,  and  not  to 
each  successive  four  years  from 
the  commencement.  Fleming  v. 
Snook.  250 

CREDITORS'  SUIT. 

1.  A  mortgagee  filing  a  bill  for  the 
benefit  of  himself  and  the  other 


creditors  of  the  deceased,  is  en- 
titled to  payment  of  his  mortgage 
money  out  of  the  mortgaged  estate, 
before  payment  of  the  costs  of 
suit.    Aldridgev.  Westbrook. 

Page  188 
2.  In  a  creditors'  suit,  since  the  3  8c 
4  W.  4.  c.  104.,  making  the  real 
estate  subject  to  the  debts,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  establish  the  will 
against  the  heir.  Goodchild  v. 
Terrett.  398 

See  Lien. 

CRIMINAL  CHARGE. 
See  Discovert,  1,  2. 


DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 
See  Escheat,  1,  2. 

DECREE. 

1.  A  decree  made  in  the  absence  of 
a  material  party,  but  without  pre- 
judice to  his  rights  and  interests. 
JVillats  V.  Busbi/.  193 

2.  A.  B.  executed  a  voluntary  set- 
tlement of  real  estate  in  favour  of 
his  wife  and  children,  and  after- 
wards contracted  to  sell  it  for 
valuable  consideration.  The  pur- 
chaser filed  a  bill  for  specific  per- 
formance against  the  vendor,  his 
wife,  children,  and  the  trustees  in 
whom  the  legal  estate  was  vested. 
One  of  the  children  was  out  of  the 
jurisdiction,  and  did  not  appear. 
The  Court  decreed  a  specific  per- 
formance, and  ordered  the  trustees 
to  convey  to  the  purchaser,  saving 

the 
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the  rights  of  the  absent  party. 
milats  V.  Busbt/.  Page  193 

3.  Special  decree  in  a  bill  for  an  ac- 
count, where  the  accounts  and 
vouchers  were  alleged»  under  spe- 
cial circumstances,  to  be  beyond 
the  control  and  power  of  the  ac- 
counting party.  Turner  v.  Cor- 
ney.  515 

4.  The  Plaintiff  conveyed  his  pro- 
perty to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors.  The  trustees,  who 
were  authorised  to  employ  an 
agent,  committed  the  manage- 
ment of  the  property  to  an  agent. 
The  agent  rendered  his  accounts 
to  the  Defendants,  and  lefl  Eng- 
land,  taking  with  him  the  vouchers. 
The  trustees  being  unable,  from 
the  absence  of  the  documents,  to 
furnish  a  satisfactory  account,  the 
Plaintiff  asked  that  they  might  be 
charged  for  what,  without  their 
wilful  default,  they  might  have  re- 
ceived. The  Court,  however,  in 
the  first  instance,  made  a  special 
decree  ordering  a  general  account; 
and  if,  in  taking  the  account,  it 
should  appear  that  the  Defendants 
could  not  render  a  satisfactory  ac- 
count by  reason  of  the  non-pro- 
duction of  the  documents  and 
vouchers,  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master  to  inquire,  whether  it  was 
by  the  neglect  or  default  of  the 
trustees  that  they  were  unable  to 
render  a  better  account,  with  li- 
berty to  state  special  circum- 
stances. Ibid. 

See  Co-Defendants. 


DEED. 

1.  Subject  to  the  life  estate  of  her 
husband,  a  wife  had  the  absolute 
power  of  appointing  a  trust  fund, 
which,  in  default  of  appointment, 
was  limited  to  her  next  of  kin, 
and  there  was  a  proviso  that  if  the 
husband  became  bankrupt  the 
dividends  should  no  longer  be 
paid  to  him.  The  wife  died  first, 
and  appointed  the  fund  to  her  hus- 
band. Held,  that  he  became  en- 
titled thereto,  absolutely,  and  had 
a  right  at  once  to  have  a  transfer 
thereof.    Neale  v.  Hodgson. 

Page  159 

2.  An  estate  directed  to  be  sold  was 
limited  to  A.  for  life,  and  (as  was 
then  supposed)  a  moiety  thereof 
was,  as  real  estate,  limited  to  B. 
in  remainder.  A.  conveyed,  and 
B.  confirmed  B.'s  moiety  and  all 
their  estate  &c.,  therein  by  way  of 
mortgage,  and  they  further  assured 
it  by  fine.  It  turned  out  that  B. 
had  one  fifth  only  in  remainder  as 
personalty.  Held,  that  A.*8  in- 
terest in  one  fifth  only  was  affect- 
ed by  the  mortgage.  Grieveson 
V.  Kirsopp.  283 

See  Particeps  Cbiminis,  1,  2. 
Residuary   Legatee  and 
Next  of  Kin. 

DEFECTIVE  EXECUTION. 
See  Power,  2. 

DEFENDANT. 
See  Co-D  SPEND  ants. 
Contempt,  2. 
Injunction,  1. 

t/ii  2  DE- 


644 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


DEMURRER. 

!•  Where  a  suit  abates  after  a  de- 
murrer has  been  filed,  but  before 
it  has  been  heard,  the  Plaintiff  and 
those  representing  him  may  file  a 
bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  for 
the  purpose  of  having  the  de- 
murrer disposed  of;  but  the  equity 
of  the  original  bill  being  challenged 
by  the  demurrer,  the  Plaintiff  in 
the  second  bill  is  not  at  liberty  to 
claim  the  same,  or  additional  relief 
by  adding  supplemental  matter 
in  corroboration  of  the  original 
claim,  and  not  required  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  by  and  against 
whom  an  order  to  revive  may  be 
properly  obtained.  Bampton  v. 
Birchall.  Page  330 

2.  The  34th  of  the  General  Orders 
of  August  1841,  does  not  apply  to  a 
cause  which  became  abated  before 
those  orders  came  into  operation. 

Ibid. 

3.  A  husband  cannot  be  examined 
as  a  witness  against  his  wife  in  a 
suit  affecting  her  separate  estate, 
although  there  are  other  Defend- 
ants in  respect  of  whom  he  would 
be  competent ;  and  the  proper 
mode  of  taking  the  objection  is 
by  demurring  to  the  interrogato- 
ries.   Langley  v.  Fisher,  443 

4.  The  costs  of  a  demurrer  of  a  wit- 
ness follow  the  rule  of  ordinary 
demurrers.  Ibid. 

5.  A  demurrer  is  considered  as  set 
down,  from  the  time  when  the 
order  for  setting  it  down  is  carried 
into  the  Registrar's  office,  and  not 


from  the  time  of  its  entry  in  the 
Registrar's  book.  £^^111011^  v. 
Cowell.  Page  617 

6.  A  bill  was,  at  the  hearing,  held 
defective  for  want  of  parties,  and 
stood  over.  Another  bill  wai 
filed,  stating  that  at  the  hearing 
the'  sole  Plaintiff  was  dead,  and 
stating  circumstances  intended  to 
remove  the  objection  for  want  of 
parties,  and  praying  the  discharge 
of  the  former  order  and  a  revivor. 
A  demurrer  for  want  of  parties 
was  sustained.  Egremont  v.  Cow^ 

620 
See  Acquiescence,  2. 

Costs,  9* 

Injunction,  4. 

Jurisdiction,  1,  2. 

multif  a  riousnbss. 

Particeps  Criminis,  1,  2. 

Parties,  1. 

Pleading,  1,  2,  S,  4. 

Railway. 

Statute,  4. 

Supplemental  Bill,  1. 

DEVISE. 

See  Estate  Tail. 

Precatory  Words. 

Revocation. 

Will. 


DISCOVERY. 

.  A  Defendant  is  not  bound  to  dis- 
cover the  principal  fact,  or  aoy 
one  of  a  long  series  or  chain  of 
facts,  which  may  contribute  to  es- 
tablish a  criminal  charge  against 
himself,  and  he  cannot  waive  this 

right 
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right  by  any  agreement.     Lee  v. 
Read.  Page  381 

2.  Pending  the  proceedings  in  the 
cause,  the  Plaintiff  indicted  the 
Defendants  in  respect  of  the  same 
transactions,  the  time  for  answer- 
ing was  extended  until  afler  the 
trial  of  the  indictment.  Ibid, 

DISCRETION. 

A  testator  gave  150/.  a  year  to  such 
of  his  relations  as  his  widow  should 
deem  requiring  and  most  meriting 
relief:  Held,  that  a  widow  of  the 
testator's  brother  was  not  an  oh- 
jecty  and  the  widow  having  given 
a  portion  to  such  widow,  and  the 
remainder  to  the  relations,  held 
also,  that  a  relative  to  whom  no 
part  had  been  appropriated,  and 
who  did  not  shew  himself  to  pos. 
sess  the  qualification,  had  no  right 
to  question  the  misappropriation. 
Harvey  v.  Harvey.  134 

DISMISSAL. 
See  Bankrupt. 

DOWER. 
A  legacy  to  a  widow  in  lieu  of  dower 
or  thirds  at  common  law  or  by 
custom,  has  no  priority  over  other 
legacies  where  the  testator  leaves 
no  real  estate.     Acey  v.  Simpson, 

35 


ECCLESIASTICAL  COURT. 

See  Jurisdiction,  2. 
Will,  3. 


ELEGIT. 
See  Fieri  Facias. 

ENLARGING  PUBLICATION. 

1.  The  Masters  have  no  jurisdiction, 
under  the  3  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  94w  «.  13.9 
to  enlarge  publication  after  it  has 
passed.     Anoni/mous.        Page  92 

2.  When  the  Plaintiff  obtains  an  un- 
conditional order  to  enlarge  pub- 
lication, the  Defendant  can  neither 
set  down  the  cause,  nor  serve  sub' 
poena  to  hear  judgment  until  the 
time  has  expired.  Having  con- 
travened this  rule,  an  order  was 
made  to  quash  the  subpoena^  and 
to  strike  the  cause  out  of  the  cause 
paper.     Langlei/  v.  Fisher.      588 

EQUITY. 
See  Lien. 

ESCHEAT. 

1.  A  testator  died  without  heirs, 
seised  of  freeholds  which  he  had 
not  charged  with  his  debts :  Held, 
that  as  against  the  lord  claiming 
by  escheat,  they  were  assets  for 
the  payment  of  the  testator's 
debts.     E^yans  v.  Broton.  114 

2.  Whether  such  freeholds  are  liable 
to  the  debts  in  priority  to  or  pari 
passu  with  lands  specifically  de- 
vised.    Quare.  Ibid. 

ESTATE. 
See  Deed,  1. 

Estate  Tail. 
Life  Estate. 
Will,  4.6,  7,  8,  ail. 

17  a  S         ESTATE 
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ESTATE  TAIL- 
A*  devised  to  B.  an  estate  during 
the  life  of  herself  and  her  husband, 
and  after  their  deceases  to  the 
lawful  issue  of  BJ%  body  for  ever. 
Held,  tliat  B.  took  an  estate  tail. 
Griffith  V.  Evan.  Page  241 

ESTOPPEL. 
See  Deed,  2. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  The  fact  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
filed  a  bill  in  this  Court  being 
relied  on  by  the  Defendant  as 
having  worked  a  forfeiture  of  his 
interest :  Held,  that  the  mere  pro- 
duction of  the  office  copy  was  not 
sufficient  evidence,  there  being  no 
proof  of  identity  ;  and,  secondly, 
that  the  Defendant  was  not  en- 
titled to  an  inquiry  on  the  point. 
Williams  v.  Knipe.  273 

2.  A  husband  cannot  be  examined 
as  a  witness  against  his  wife,  in  a 
suit  affecting  her  separate  estate, 
although  there  are  other  Defend- 
ants in  respect  of  whom  he  would 
be  competent.    Langleyv.  Fisher, 

443 
8.  A  solicitor  may  communicate 
with  a  witness  before  his  examin- 
aiion,  and  take  down  in  writing 
what  he  can  depose  to,  but  to 
prepare  the  depositions  of  a  wit- 
ness beforehand  would  be  im- 
proper, and  form  a  ground  for 
suppressing  the  depositions,  Sayer 
V.  Wagstaff.  462 


4.  Observations  on  traditionary  evi- 
dence in  pedigree  cases,  and  its 
fallibility.  It  is  not  to  be  whoUy 
rejected  because  error  is  proved 
as  to  part.    Johnston  v.  TocUL 

Page  597 

See  Commission,  1. 
Commissioner. 
Witness,  1,  2. 

EXCEPTIONS. 
L  A  party  having  obtained  and 
served  the  order  nisi  to  confinn 
the  Master's  report,  may  after- 
wards file  exceptions  thereto ;  and 
the  time  within  which  this  may  be 
done  is  unlimited  until  the  order 
to  confirm  absolute  is  made ;  but 
it  may  be  limited  by  an  order 
nisi  obtained  by  any  other  party, 
on  the  neglect  of  the  party  hav- 
ing the  carriage  of  the  report 
Richardson  v.  Horion.  87 

2.  An  application  to  advance  the 
hearing  of  exceptions  should  be 
made  on  notice  and  not  ex  parte, 
Marshall  v.  Mellersh.  496 

3.  Exceptions  to  an  answer  ought 
to  specify,  not  only  the  cause,  but 
the  pleading  to  which  the  answer 
has  been  put  in.  The  Earl  of 
Lichfield  v.  Bond.  513 

4.  Exceptions  to  an  answer  to  a 
bill  for  insufficiency,  were  headed 
**  Exceptions  taken  by  the  said 
complainant  to  the  insuffident 
answer  of  the  said  Defendant." 
Held  that  this  was  insufficient,  and 
that  they  ought  to  specify  that 
the  answer  complained  of  was  the 
answer  to  the  bill.  Ibid. 

5.Ex' 
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5.  Exceptions  are  now  matters  of 
record.  TJie  Earl  of  Lichfield  v. 
Bond.  Page  513 

See  Irregularity,  1. 

Master's  Report,  1,  2. 
Production  of  Documents,  2. 


EXCEPTIONS  BY  STRANGER. 

See  Scandal  and  Impertinence, 
1,2. 

EXECUTION  OF  POWER. 
See  Power,  1,  2,  3. 

EXECUTOR. 

An  aged  executor,  who  was  incapa- 
ble by  bodily  and  mental  infir- 
mity of  proving  the  will.  Held, 
not  entitled  to  a  legacy  given  by 
the  testator's  will  to  him  as  exe- 
cutor.    Hanburi/  v.  Spooner. 

630 

See  Assent. 

Injunction,  2. 

EXECUTORS,   ADMINISTRA- 
TORS, OR  ASSIGNS. 

See  Residuary  Legatee  and 
Next  of  Kin. 


FARMING  COVENANT. 

See  Covenant. 
Injunction,  5. 


FEME  COVERT. 

A  husband  seised  in  right  of  his  wife, 
concurred  with  the  other  tenants 
in  common  in  a  partition  of  estate 
and  mines,  but  no  fine  was  levied. 
He  died  in  1828  ;  afler  which  his 
widow  acquiesced  in  the  arrange- 
ment, and  took  the  benefit  of  it. 
She  and  her  lessee  afterwards 
proceeded  to  get  coal  under  the 
land  awarded  to  other  parties,  and 
defended  that  proceeding,  on  the 
ground  that  the  husband's  acts 
were  invalid,  and  that  the  parties 
were  still  tenants  in  common  of 
the  whole.  The  Court  restrained 
her  by  injunction.  Maden  v. 
Veevers.  Page  503 

See  Acquiescence,  1. 3. 
Breach  of  Trust,  3. 

FIERI  FACIAS. 

The  first  order  of  May  1839  is  not 
superseded  by  the  llth  and  12th 
General  Orders  o^  August  1841, 
but  a  party  to  whom  money  or 
costs  are  ordered  to  be  paid  may 
still  issue  ^Ji^Ja.  or  elegit.  Stree" 
ten  V.  Whitmore.  228 

HNE. 
See  Feme  Covert. 

FORECLOSURE. 

If  a  mortgagee  receives  rents  after 

the  Master's  rejiort,  and  before 

the  day  appointed  for  payment, 

there  must  be  a  further  reference 

17  tt  4  and 
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and  account,  and  a  new  day  ap- 
pointed for  payment.  Alden  v. 
Foster.  Page  592 

See  Mortgagor  and  Mortgagsb, 
1. 

FORFEITURE. 

A  testator  bequeathed  an  annuity, 
to  cease  in  case  the  legatee,  if  re- 
quired, should  not  execute  a  re- 
lease. A  release  was  tendered, 
which  A.  refused  to  execute.  It 
was  not  proved  that  the  legatee 
knew  the  contents  of  the  deed,  or 
that  any  explanation  was  offered 
to  him ;  and  it  appeared  to  have 
contained  an  inaccurate  recital. 
Held,  that  there  was  no  forfeiture. 
Williams  v.  Knipe.  273 

FORMA   PAUPERIS. 

1.  An  application  made  at  the  Rolls, 
in  a  y.  C.'s  cause,  to  discharge 
an  order  to  sue  mjbrmd  pauperis, 
obtained  of  course  at  the  Rolls, 
can  only  be  founded  on  irregu- 
larity ;  if  merits  are  relied  on,  the 
application  must  be  made  before 
the  V.  C.      Robinson  v.  Milner. 

49 

2.  The  Plaintiff,  in  a  V.  C.'s  suit, 
obtained  as  of  course  at  the  Rolls, 
an  order  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis 
upon  the  usual  affidavit  that  he 
was  not  worth  5/.,  the  matters  in 
question  in  the  cause  only  ex- 
cepted. A  motion  to  dispauper 
on  the  ground  that  he  was  in  pos- 
session of  the  property  in  ques- 
tion of  considerable  value,  in- 
volves the  merits,  and  ought  to  be 


made  to  the  Y.  C,  and  not  to  the 
M.R.    Robinson  y.  Milner. 

Page  49 

3.  Plaintiffwas  confessedly  entitled, 
under  a  codicil,  to  the  interest  of 
800/.  consols.  He  claimed  by  the 
suit,  and  in  opposition  to  that 
codicil,  a  greater  interest  in  the 
testator's  estate.  A  motion  to 
dispauper  him  was  refused.  Allen 
V.  M'Pherson.  Page  485 

4.  An  officer  having  half  pay  amount- 
ing to  150/.  a  year  (which  is  not 
alienable)  will  not  be  allowed  to 
proceed  in  formd  pauperis,  and 
that  notwithstanding  he  has  taken 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act. 
Boddington  v.  Woodley*  555 

FRAUD. 
See  Jurisdiction,  2. 


GENERAL  ORDERS. 

13th  Order  of  1828 See  Amend- 
ment. 

19th  Order  of  IS2S.  —  See  Long 
Vacation. 

9th  Order  of  December  1833.  —  See 
Commission,  2. 

9th  Order  of  Mai/  1837.  —  See 
Forma  Pauperis,  1,  2. 

9th  and  12th  Orders  of  Mat/  1837. 
—  See  Reference  of  two  Suits. 

3d  Order  of  April,  ISU.—See 
Stop  Order,  1. 

11th  and  12th  Orders  of  August 
184?1. —  See  ¥iERi  Facias.  Ir- 
regularity, 2. 

14tfa 
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Uth  Order  of  August  184:1.  — See 

Leave  to  enter  Appearance. 
17th  Order  of  August  lS4fl,—  See 

Answer.    Numbering  Interro- 
gatories, 1,  2. 
22d  Order  of  August  lS4!l.  —  See 

Traversing  Order. 
28d  Order  of  August  1841.—  See 

Husband  and  Wife.     Service 

OF  Copy  Bill,  I. 
24th  Order  of  August  IS^l.  —  See 

Service  of  Copt  Bill,  2. 
S2d   Order  of  August  IS^l.  —  See 

Breach  of  Trust,  4.    Parties, 

4,  5,  6. 
84th  Order  of  August  1841.  —  See 

Demurrer,  2. 
6th  Order  of  the  11th  of  i4;>n7l842. 

—  See  Irregularity,  2. 

GIFT  OVER  ON  BANKRUPTCY. 
See  Deed,  1. 

GUARDIAN. 

1.  An  infant  having  after  appear* 
ance  been  taken  out  of  the  juris- 
diction, the  Court  appointed  the 
senior  six  clerk  to  put  in  his 
answer  without  the  infant  being 
brought  into  Court.  Hancock  v. 
Eaton.  Page  223  n. 

2.  The  testator  appointed  his  widow 
and  two  other  persons  guardians 
of  his  children.  By  a  codicil,  he 
**  left  their  care,  charge,  and  edu- 
cation""  to  his  widow.  Held,  that 
the  appointment  by  the  will  of 
guardians  was  not  revoked  by  the 
codicil.     Hare  v.  Hare.  629 

See  Infant,  1. 

Substituted  Service,  1. 


HEIR. 

See  Creditors'  Suit,  2. 
Lunatic,  2. 
Precatory  Words. 


HEIR  AND  NEXT  OF  KIN. 

A.  contracted  to  sell  an  estate ;  the 
contract  was  valid  at  bis  death, 
but  the  purchaser  lost  his  right  to 
a  specific  performance  by  subse- 
quent laches.  Held,  that  the 
estate  belonged  to  the  next  of 
kin,  and  not  to  the  heir  at  law. 
Curre  v.  Boijoyer.  Page  6  n. 

See  Conversion,  1,  2,  8. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

Where  husband  and  wife  are  De- 
fendants, and  the  suit  does  not 
relate  to  separate  estate,  service 
of  a  copy  of  the  bill  on  the  hus- 
band alone,  under  the  28d  Gene- 
ral Order  of  August  1841,  is  good 
service.  Kent  v.  Jacobs.  48 

See  Acquiescence,  1.  S.  4. 
Breach  op  Trust,  8. 
Demurrer,  8. 
Dower. 
Feme  Covert. 
Reversionary  Interest, 

1. 
Separate  Use. 
Service  of  Copt  Bill,  1. 
Severance  or  Defences, 

1. 


IM. 
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IMMORAL      AND      FRAUDU- 
LENT CONTRACT. 

See  Particeps  Criminis,  1,  2. 


IMPERTINENCE. 
See  Long  Vacation. 

IMPLIED  CONTRACT. 

See  Lunatic,  1, 2. 

INCREASED  RENTS. 
See  Charity,  7. 

INFANT. 

L  An  infant  having  been  taken  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  to  avoid  service^ 
the  Court  refused  to  appoint  the 
senior  six  clerk  in  Court  to  ap- 
pear and  put  in  his  answer.  Lane 
v.  Hardwicke.  Page  222 

2.  An  infant  having  afler  appearance 
been  taken  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
the  Court  appointed  the  senior 
six  clerk  to  put  in  his  answer, 
without  the  infant  being  brought 
into  Court.      Hancock  v.  Eaton 

223  n. 

See  Acquiescence,  L 
Guardian,  1,  2. 
Next  Friend. 
Separate  Use. 
Substituted  Service,  1. 
Title  Deeds. 


INJUNCTION. 

L  Whether  where  a  special  injunc- 
tion is  granted  against  several  De- 
fendants, one  of  (hem  can  move 
to  dissolve  in  the  absence  of  the 
rest,  qtusre.  Thompson  v.  Geaiy. 
Page  131 

2.  A  creditor  of  a  testator  filed  a 
bill  against  the  executor  for  ad- 
ministration,  and  obtained  an  in- 
junction and  receiver.  The  Plain- 
tiff was  found  a  creditor ;  and  the 
cause  was  heard  on  further  direc- 
tions, but  the  injunction  and  re- 
ceiver were  not  continued.  The 
executor  afterwards  brought  an 
action  at  law  against  the  Plaintiff 
for  monies  due  to  the  testator. 
The  Court,  by  injunction,  sum- 
marily restrained  the  proceeding. 
Oldfield  V.  CobbetU  132 

3.  An  order  nisi  for  dissolving  an 
injunction  having  been  regularly 
served,  so  as  to  allow  two  clear 
days  before  the  day  for  shewing 
cause,  the  Court  refused  to  give 
the  Plaintiff  further  time  to  de- 
termine whether  he  would  she^ 
exceptions  or  merits  as  cause,  al- 
though the  answer  was  of  con- 
siderable length.   Stanley  v.  Bond. 

175 

4.  Distinction  between  the  effect  of 
acquiescence,  upon  a  motion  for 
an  injunction  and  on  a  demurrer. 
In  the  former  case  acquiescence 
merely  prevents  the  special  pro- 
tection by  injunction,  but  in  the 
latter  it  must  be  such  as  to  dis- 
entitle the  Plaintiff  to  any  relief 

whatever. 
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whatever.     Gordon  v.  The  CheU 
tenham  Railway  Company, 

Page  229 

5.  Injunction  to  restrain  the  breach 
,  of  a  farming  covenant.     Fleming 

V.  Snook.  250 

6.  Upon  an  application  for  an  in- 
junction to  stay  proceedings  at 
lawy  affidavits  cannot  be  read 
against  the  answer  as  to  facts 
therein  stated  on  information  and 
belief.     Bartoell  v.  BarwelL    373 

7.  After  answer,  the  original  bill 
was  amended,  and  the  Defendant 
obtained  time  to  answer  it;  the 
Plaintiff  then  gave  notice  of  mo- 
tion for  a  special  injunction,  and 
filed  affidavits  in  support  of  it. 
The  motion  coming  on,  the  De- 
fendant obtained  time  to  answer 
the  affidavits,  and  then  filed  both 
her  answer  and  affidavits  in  op- 
position.  Held,  that  the  second 
answer  must  be  treated  as  an  affi* 
davit,  and  that  the  affidavits  in 
support  of  the  motion  might  be 
used  to  qualify  the  second,  but 
not  the  first  answer.  Maden  v. 
Veevers.  503 

See  Affidavit. 
Costs,  6. 

INQUIRY. 

1.  The  fact  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
filed  a  bill  in  this  Court  being 
relied  on  by  the  Defendant  as 
having  worked  a  forfeiture  of  his 
interest :  Held,  that  the  mere  pro- 
duction of  the  office  copy  was 
not  sufficient  evidence,  there  being 
no  proof  of  identity;   and,  se- 


condly, that  the  Defendant  was 
not  entitled  to  an  inquiry  on  the 
point.     Williams  v.  Knipe, 

Page  273 
2.  An  allegation  in  the  bill  was  ad- 
mitted by  one  Defendant,  A,^  and 
denied  by  another,  B.,  and  the 
Plaintiff  who  had  not  proved  it, 
proposed  to  waive  his  claim  in  re- 
spect of  it,  but  this  being  opposed 
by  il.,  an  inquiry  was  directed 
as  to  the  fact.     Cr<m  v.  Carleton. 

521 


INSOLVENT. 
See  Specific  Performance. 

INTEREST. 
See  Power,  3. 

INTERROGATORIES. 

See  Answer. 

Numbering  Interrogatories, 
1,2. 

IRREGULARITY. 

1.  One  exception  having  been  taken 
to  an  answer  was  allowed,  and  a 
further  answer  put  in,  the  Plain- 
tiff referred  back  the  answer  on 
the  ^rsij  second,  &c.  exceptions. 
The  order  was  discharged  for  ir- 
regularity, with  costs.  Fry  v. 
MantelL  99 

2.  Attachment  discharged  with  costs, 
on  the  ground  of  the  order  upon 
which  it  was  founded  having  in- 
accurately stated  the  consequences 

of 
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of  a  non-performance. 

Hinde  v. 

Blake. 

Page  431 

See  Exceptions,  2. 

Forma  Pauperis, 

1,2. 

Numbering    Interrogato. 

RIES,  1,  2. 

SUBPCENA. 

ISSUE. 

See  New  Trial 

• 

JUDGMENT. 

A  creditor  recovered  a  judgment  in 
this  country,  and  obtained  a 
charge  on  his  debtor's  lands,  &c. 
under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  18. 
He  afterwards  arrested  the  debtor 
in  Jersey  upon  mesne  process  for 
the  same  debt.  Held,  that  the 
charge  on  the  lands  here  was  not 
thereby  forfeited  under  the  six- 
teenth section.  Houlditch  v.  Col- 
lins. 497 
See  Principal  and  Surety. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  A  bill  was  filed  for  relief  in  re- 
spect of  a  lost  bond,  which  was 
alleged  to  have  been  altered  after 
its  execution.  Held,  that  the  doc- 
trine laid  down  in  Simpson  v  Lord 
Hoxiiden  did  not  apply,  for  the 
bond  being  lost  the  objection 
would  not,  at  law,  appear  on  the 
face  of  it.     Williams  v.  Flight. 

41 

2.  Whether,  where  A,^  a  residuary 
legatee,  by  artful  and  fraudulent 


misrepresentation  to  the  testator 
of  the  character  of  ^.,  induces  the 
testator  to  revoke  a  legacy  given  to 
B.t  the  benefit  of  which  revocation 
results  to  A.^  this  Court  has  juris- 
diction to  affix  a  trust  on  A.  in 
favour  of  B.,  to  the  extent  of  the 
fruit  of  the  fraud  possessed  by  A.^ 
or  whether  the  matter  belongs 
exclusively  to  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court;  and, 'secondly,  whether 
such  trust  can  be  declared  afler 
a  sentence  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  in  which  the  question  of 
undue  influence  was  in  issue, 
qucere.  Held  in  the  affirmative  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  in 
the  negative  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor. The  parties  thereupon  ap- 
pealed to  the  House  of  Lords. 
Allen  V.  M'Pherson.  Page  469 
See  Forma  Pauperis,  1,  2. 
Tithes,  2. 

JURISDICTION  OF  MASTERS. 
See  Enlarging  Publication,  1. 


LACHES. 

See  Account. 

Supplemental  Bill,  2. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

See  Covenant. 

LAPSE  OF  TIME. 
See  Account. 

Supplemental  Bill,  % 
LEASE. 
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LEASE. 
See  Statute,  8. 

LEASEHOLD. 
See  Lite  Estate. 

Perishable  Property. 


LEAVE  TO  BRING  ACTION. 
See  Security  for  Costs. 


LEAVE  TO  ENTER  APPEAR- 
ANCE. 

To  entitle  a  Plaintiff  to  an  order  for 
leave  to  enter  an  appearance  for 
aDefendant,  it  must  be  shewn,  by 
affidavit,  that  the  copy  of  the  sub- 
pcena  served  contained  the  memo- 
randum directed  by  the  14th 
Order  of  August  184L  Beetham 
V.  Berry.  Page  4-1 

LEGACY. 

See  Charity^  passim. 
Discretion. 
Dower. 
Executor. 
Forfeiture. 
Misdescription. 
Money  in  the  Bank. 
Power,  1,  2,  3. 
Remoteness,  passim^ 
Specific  Legacy. 
Substituted  Legacy,  2. 
Uncertainty. 
Vested  Interest. 
WiLLi  passim. 


LIEN. 

i4.,  being  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  an 
estate,  covenanted  to  settle  it  on 
himself  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  his  wife  and  children.  He 
afterwards  acquired  the  other 
moiety,  and  mortgaged  the  en- 
tirety to  B.,  who,  having  no  no- 
tice, obtained  priority  over  the 
wife  and  children  of  A.  By  the 
will  of  B.  the  mortgage  was  given 
to  C*  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
A.  absolutely.  A.  died,  and  C.^ 
by  virtue  of  the  mortgage,  re- 
ceived the  rents  of  the  entirety  to 
the  disappointment  of  the  wife  and 
children  of  A.  C.  afterwards  died. 
Held,  that  the  widow  and  children 
of  A.  had  no  equity  as  against  the 
general  creditors  of  A.  to  have  a 
lien  on  the  second  moiety  of  the 
estate,  to  recoup  the  loss  sus- 
tained by  them  by  C.'s  receiving 
the  rents  of  the  moiety  of  the 
estate  bound  by  the  settlement, 
from  the  death  of  A.  to  the  death 
of  C,  but  that  they  must  come 
in  as  specialty  creditors  under  the 
covenant.  Aldridge  v.  Weslbrook. 
Page  188 

LIFE  ESTATE. 

Bequest  of  leaseholds  to  A.^  her  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  as- 
signs for  her  life:  Held,  on  the 
context,  to  give  a  life  estate  only. 
MorraU  v.  Sutton.  100 

See  Survivorship. 
Will,  4.  6,  7,  8,  9. 

LIMI- 
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LIMITATION. 

See  Deed. 

Estate  Tail. 
Life  Estate. 
Misdescription. 
RESiDyART     Legatee     and 

Next  of  Kin. 
Tenant  for  Life,  1,  2. 
Will. 

LONG  VACATION. 
The  Long  Vacation  is  not  to  be  ex- 
cepted in  the  computation  of  the 
six  days  for  referring  exceptions 
for  impertinence  to  a  bill.  Slog- 
gett  V.  Sorel.  Page  878 

LORD  OF  A  MANOR. 
See  Escheat,  1,2. 

LOST  BOND. 
See  Jurisdiction,  1. 

LUNATIC. 

1.  The  law  will  raise  an  implied  con- 
tract, and  give  a  valid  demand  or 
debt  against  the  lunatic  or  his 
estate,  for  monies  expended  for 
the  necessary  protection  of  his 
person  and  estate.  Williams  v, 
WentiuoHh.  325 

2.  Under  a  commission  of  lunacy, 
A.  B*  was,  upon  inquisition,  found 
lunatic,  and  the  verdict  was  con- 
firmed upon  the  trial  of  a  traverse. 
Before  the  costs  had  been  ordered 
to  be  raised  A,  B,  died.  Held, 
that  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4-.  c  104. 
the  real  estate  of  the  lunatic  was 
liable  for  the  costs  of  the  proceed- 
ings. Ibid. 


MASTER. 

See  Master's  Office. 

Practice,  1. 

MASTER'S  OFFICE. 
Where,  in  an  administration  suit,  it 
is  referred  to  the  Master  to  take 
an  account  of  the  debts,  &c.  and 
claims  are  made  against  the  estate 
of  such  a  nature  that  the  Master 
cannot  conveniently  dispose  of 
them,  application  must  be  made 
to  the  Court,  which  will  either 
give  special  directions  to  the  Mas- 
ter to  proceed,  or  direct  a  suit, 
action,  or  such  other  proceeding 
as  the  exigency  of  the  case  may 
require.   Lockhart  v.  Hardy. 

Page  305 

MASTER'S  REPORT. 

1.  Where  the  draft  report  is  altered, 
upon  objections  carried  in  after 
the  warrant  to  sign,  new  objec- 
tions may  afterwards  be  carried 
in,  and  exceptions  founded  there- 
on are  regular.  Richardson  v. 
Horton.  87 

2.  Where  the  draft  report  has  been 
varied  on  the  consideration  of  ob- 
jections disposed  of  after  the  war- 
rant to  sign  is  attended,  it  is  com- 
petent to  any  party,  before  the 
expiration  of  the  warrant  to  sign 
the  report  on  the  objections,  to 
carry  in  objections  to  new  matter 
introduced  into  the  draft,  or  to 
any  part  of  the  original  draft, 
which  has  been  affected,  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  party,  by  any  al- 
teration made  in  the  draft  by  way 
of  addition  or  omission.  Ibid. 

See 
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See  Exceptions,  1. 
Order  Nisi,  1. 

MISDESCRIPTION. 
Bequest  of  800/.  to  the  four  eldest 
children  of  the  testatrix's  cousin 

A.  B.,  and  200/.  to  the  three  re- 
maining children  of  her  uncle  A. 

B.  The  testatrix  had  a  cousin 
and  an  uncle  of  that  name.  The 
cousin  had  seven  children,  and  the 
uncle  one ;  but  he  had  three  re- 
maining grandchildren,  one  other 
having  died.  Held,  that  the  three 
younger  children  of  the  cousin 
were  entitled  to  the  200/.  Bris- 
toto  V.  Bristoto.  Page  289 

MISTAKE. 
See  Deed,  2. 

MONEY  IN  THE  BANK. 

Stock  in  the  funds  held  in  trust  for 
the  wife  for  life,  with  remainder 
as  the  husband  should  appoint, 
and  in  default  to  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns  :  Held, 
not  to  pass  under  the  will  of  the 
husband  by  the  words  "  money  he 
might  have  in  the  books  of  the 
Governor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  of  England.**  Hotoell  v. 
Gatfler.  J  57 

MORTGAGE. 

See  Foreclosure. 

Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee. 
Ship,  2,  3. 

MORTGAGEE. 
A  mortgagee  filing  a  bill  for  the  be- 
nefit of  himself  and  the  other  cre- 


ditors of  the  deceased,  is  entitled 
to  payment  of  his  mortgage  money 
out  of  the  mortgaged  estate,  be- 
fore payment  of  the  costs  of  suit. 
Aldridge  v.  Westbrook.  Page  188 
See  Lien. 

MORTGAGOR  AND  MORT- 
GAGEE. 

1.  A  jvtiMTi^  mortgagee  can  sustain  a 
bill  of  foreclosure  against  the 
mortgagor  and  subsequent  mort- 
gagees, without  making  the  eign^ 
mortgagee  a  party.  Richards  v. 
Cooper.  304 

2.  A  mortgagee  having  the  legal 
estate  is  not  entitled  to  a  receiver 
appointed  by  the  Court,  although 
the  tenants  may  be  numerousi 
and  the  rents  difficult  to  collect. 
Sturch  V.  Young,  557 

See  Foreclosure. 
Ship,  2,  3. 

MORTMAIN. 

1.  Policies  of  assurance  by  which  the 
directors  engage  "  to  pay  out  of 
the  funds,"  or  ''that  the  funds 
shall  be  liable,"  or  "  that  a  share 
of  the  funds  shall  be  paid,*'  are 
not  so  connected  with  land,  as, 
under  the  Mortmain  Act,  to  ren- 
der invalid  a  gifl  of  them  to  cha- 
rity, although  the  assets  of  the 
assurance  companies  consist  partly 
of  real  estate.  March  v.  The 
Aiiomey-GeneraL  4-33 

2.  The  rule  is  the  same,  although 
by  the  policy,  sealed  with  the 
corporate  seal  of  the  company, 
the  assured  becomes  a  member. 

Ibid. 
See  Charity,  2,  3.  5,  6,  7. 

MOTION. 
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MOTION. 

See  Costs,  6,  7.  10. 

Notice  of  Motion. 
Payment  out  of  Court,  1. 
Supplemental  Answer. 


MULTIFARIOUSNESS. 

The  Plaintiffs  appointed  A.,  B.,  and 
C  their  foreign  agents;  A,  re- 
tired, and  the  Plaintiffs  then  ap- 
pointed B.,  C,  and  D.  agents. 
The  transactions  being  separate, 
Held  that  a  bill  for  an  account  of 
the  two  agencies  was  multifarious 
as  regarded  A. ;  but  semble,  if  the 
dealings  had  not  been  separate, 
but  a  mere  continuation,  the  de- 
cision would  have  been  otherwise. 
Benson  v.  Hadfield         Page  546 


NEAREST  FAMILY. 
See  Precatory  Words- 

NEW  TRIAL. 

Where  on  an  issue,  the  evidence  is 
fairly  before  the  jury,  and  the 
judge  is  satisfied,  there  is  great 
difficulty  in  supporting  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that 
the  verdict  is  not  supported  by 
the  evidence  ;  but  the  Court  will 
nevertheless  entertain  the  motion, 
and  attend  to  the  course  of  the 
trial,  the  issue  having  been  di- 
rected for  its  satisfaction.  John- 
ston V.  Todd.  597 


NEXT  OF  KIN. 
See  Heir  and  Next  of  Kin. 

NEXT  FRIEND. 

On  a  motion  to  substitute  a  new 
next  friend  of  an  infant  Plaintiff, 
the  Court  must  be  satisfied  by 
affidavit  of  the  circumstances  and 
respectability  of  the  party  pro- 
posed to  be  substituted,  although 
all  the  other  parties  to  the  cause 
consent  to  the  substitution.  Har- 
rison V.  Harrison.  Page  ISO 

NOTICE  OF  MOTION. 
Where  a  notice  of  motion  embracei 
two  objects,  and  the  principal  one 
fails,  the  party  moving  must  pay 
the  costs  of  the  motion.  Sturck 
v.  Young.  551 

NUMBERING     INTERROGA- 
TORIES. 

1.  The  17th  Order  of  August  1841 
does  not  require  a  number  to  be 
prefixed  to  each  separate  inter- 
rogatory, but  merely  that  they 
shall  be  divided  as  conveniently 
as  may  be.  Boutcher  v.  Brans- 
combe.  541 

2.  Where  the  interrogatories  are  not 
properly  numbered,  the  Court  will 
stay  proceedings  until  the  General 
Order   has   been   complied   with. 

Ibid. 


OBJECTIONS. 
See  Master  s  Report,  1,  2. 

OFFICE 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MArfERS. 


657 


OFFICE  COPY. 
See  Evidence,  1. 


ORDER  FOR  ENTERING  ME- 
MORANDUM. 

See  Service  of  Copy  Bill,  1. 


ORDER  NISI. 


1 


A  party,  having  obtained  and 
served  the  order  nisi  to  confirm 
the  Master's  report,  may  after- 
wards file  exceptions  thereto ;  and 
the  time  within  which  this  may  be 
done  is  unlimited  until  the  order 
to  con6rm  absolute  is  made :  but 
it  may  be  limited  by  an  order  nisi 
obtained  by  any  other  party  on  the 
neglect  of  the  party  having  the 
carriage  of  the  report.  Richard- 
son V.  Horton.  Page  87 
2.  A  Plaintiff  may  obtain  the  order 
absolute  to  confirm  a  sale  under 
the  Court,  though  the  order  nisi 
has  been  obtained  by  the  pur- 
chaser: but  the  application  was,  in 
this  case,  refused,  on  the  ground 
of  there  having  been  great  hches 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff.  Lid- 
belter  v.  Smith.  377 
See  Injunction,  S. 

ORDERS. 
See  General  Orders. 


PARTIAL  APPOINTMENT. 
See  Power,  3. 
VoL.V. 


PARTICEPS  CRIMfNIS. 

1.  A  bill  to  be  relieved  from  a  se- 
curity, first,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  given  for  an  immoral  con- 
sideration ;  and,  secondly,  because 
it  was  not  drawn  in  conformity 
with  the  agreement  between  the 
parties,  cannot  be  sustained.  This 
Court  has  authority  to  relieve 
against  an  instrument,  which, 
though  legal  upon  the  face  of  it, 
was  in  fact  executed  for  an  illegal 
and  immoral  purpose.  Batt^  v. 
Chester.  Page  103 

2.  But  where  a  party  to  the  illegal 
or  immoral  purposes  comes  him- 
self to  be  relieved  from  the  obli- 
gation he  has  contracted  in  respect 
of  it,  he  must  distinctly  and  ex- 
clusively state  such  grounds  of  re- 
lief as  the  Court  can  legally  attend 
to ;  he  must  not  accompany  his 
claim  to  relief  which  may  be  legi- 
timate with  claims  and  complaints 
which  are  contaminated  with  the 
original  immoral  purpose.       Ibid. 

PARTIES. 

1.  Two  houses,  held  under  one  lease, 
were  sold  in  separate  lots,  and  it 
was  stipulated  that  the  purchasers 
should  be  parties  to  each  other's 
assignment.  Held,  that  the  pur- 
chaser of  lot  2.  was  not  a  neces- 
sary party  to  a  suit  for  specific 
performance  against  the  purchaser 
of  lot  1.     Paterson  v.  Long.     186 

2.  A  decree  made  in  the  absence  of 
a  material  party,  but  without  pre- 

X  X  judice 
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judice  to  his  rights  and  interests. 
Willats  V.  Busbt/.  Page  193 

S.  A.  B.  executed  a  voluntary  set- 
tlement of  real  estate  in  favour  of 
his  wife  and  children,  and  after- 
wards contracted  to  sell  it  for 
valuable  consideration.  The  pur- 
chaser filed  a  bill  for  specific  per- 
formance against  the  vendor,  his 
wife,  children,  and  the  trustees  in 
whom  the  legal  estate  was  vested. 
One  of  the  children  was  out  of 
the  jurisdiction,  and  did  not  ap- 
pear. The  Court  decreed  a  spe- 
cific performance,  and  ordered  the 
trustees  to  convey  to  the  pur- 
chaser^ saving  the  rights  of  the 
absent  party.  Ibid, 

4.  A  suit  was  instituted  to  have  a 
bill  of  exchange  delivered  up,  on 
the  ground  of  fraud,  and  to  restrain 
an  action  at  law  commenced  there- 
on. Pending  the  suit,  the  Plaintiff 
in  the  action  recovered,  and  ob- 
tained payment.  Held,  on  de- 
murrer, that  the  Plaintiff  in  equity 
might  file  a  supplemental  bill 
stating  these  facts,  and  praying  a 
repayment  and  indemnity.  And  it 
being  stated  in  the  original  bill, 
though  not  in  the  supplemental 
bill,  that  the  Plaintiff  at  law  was  a 
trustee  for  A.  B.  (a  Defendant  to 
the  original  bill),  and  for  another 
Defendant,  Held  also,  that  A,  B, 
was  a  necessary  party  to  the  sup- 
plemental bill,  and  that  notwith- 
standing the  S2d  General  Order 
o^ August  1 84 1 .   Pinkus  v.  Peters. 

253 

5.  A  suit  may  be  maintained  for  a 
breach  of  trust  in  respect  of  an 


ascertained  fund,  by  a  party  en- 
titled to  a  moiety  thereof,  without 
making  the  person  entitled  to  the 
other  moiety  a  party.  Pinkus  v. 
Peters.  Page25S 

6.  The  32d  order  of  August  1841, 
applies  to  a  case  of  a  breach  of 
trust  committed  by  several  execu- 
tors ;  and  a  cestui  que  trust  may, 
therefore,  proceed  against  one  in 
the  absence  of  the  others. 

The  same  order  applies  to  a  suit 
in  which  the  case  was  heard  and 
ordered  to  stand  over  for  want  of 
parties,  previous  to  Michadmas 
term,  1841,  where  the  order, though 
drawn  up,  had  not  passed.  Perr^ 
V.  Knott.  293 

7.  fV.  D.  assigned  an  exclusive  trad- 
ing privilege  to  a  trustee  for  a 
company  in  consideration  of  re- 
ceiving one  fifth  of  the  clear  pro- 
fits. The  directors  were  to  have 
the  exclusive  management  of  the 
affairs  of  the  company.  Held  that 
W.  D.  was  not  a  necessary  party 
to  a  suit  respecting  the  dealings 
between  the  directors  and  a  third 
party.     Benson  v.  Hadfield.    546 

See  Bill  of  Revivor. 
Breach  of  Trust,  4. 
Decree,  1,  2. 

Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee, 
1. 

PARTNERSHIP. 
The  Court  refused  to  open  accounts, 
though  of  a  general  and  summary 
nature,  not  containing  the  itemsy 
and  which  had  been  rendered  by 
a  surviving  partner  to  the  repre- 
sentatives 
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sentatives  of  a  deceased  partner, 
and  had  remained  unquestioned  for 
twenty-two  years,  but  it  decreed 
an  account  limited  to  the  subse- 
quent receipts  of  the  surviving 
partner,  which  it  was  admitted  had 
taken  place.    Scott  v.  Milne, 

Page  215 

PAUPER. 
See  Forma  Pauperis,  1, 2,  3,  4. 

PAYMENT. 
Where  a  debtor  delivers  to  his  cre- 
ditor his  promissory  note  for  the 
amount  of  the  debt,  the  debt  may 
be  considered  as  actually  paid,  if 
the  creditor,  at  the  time  of  receiv- 
ing the  note,  has  agreed  to  take 
it  in  payment  of  the  debt,  and  to 
take  upon  himself  the  risk  of  the 
note  being  paid;  or  if,  from  the 
conduct  of  the  creditor,  or  the 
special  circumstances  of  the  case, 
such  an  agreement  is  legally  to  be 
implied.  But  in  the  absence  of 
any  special  circumstances^  the 
transaction  does  not  amount  to  a 
discharge  of  the  original  debt,  but 
a  mere  extended  credit.  Sai/er  v. 
JVagstaf.  415 

See  Charity,  1. 

Taxation,  8.  10,  11. 

PAYMENT  OUT  OF  COURT. 

1.  An  order  to  pay  a  sum  of  money 
out  of  Court  should  be  obtained 
by  petition  and  not  on  motion. 
Garratt  v.  Niblock.  143 

2.  Liability  of  a  party  acting  as  a 
solicitor  in  a  proceeding  in  which 


funds  are  wrongfully  obtained  out 
of  court.     Ezart  v.  Lister. 

Page  585 
3.  If  a  solicitor,  knowing  that 
money  in  court  belongs  to  one 
person,  presents  a  petition  and  ob- 
tains payment  to  another,  he  is 
personally  responsible.  The  prin- 
ciple applies,  if  he  has  merely 
a  knowledge  of  circumstances, 
which,  if  duly  considered,  would 
lead  to  a  knowledge  of  the  fact. 

Ibid. 

PEDIGREE. 
See  Evidence,  4. 

PERISHABLE  PROPERTY. 
A  testator  gave  his  widow  "  the  full 
and  entire  enjoyment "  of  his  real 
and  personal  estates,  which,  afler 
her  death,  he  gave  to  other  per- 
sons; and  he  empowered  her  to 
retain  a  portion  of  a  sum  of  150/. 
a  year  given  to  other  parties,  for 
renewing  the  leaseholds.  Held, 
she  was  entitled  to  enjoy  the 
leasehold  in  specie,  that  it  was  not 
imperative  on  her  to  renew,  but 
that  she  had  acted  wrong  in  sur- 
rendering a  lease,  of  which  she 
was  the  only  cestui  que  vie,  as  she 
thereby  deprived  herself  of  the 
option  of  renewing  for  the  benefit 
of  the  parties  in  remainder.  Har- 
vey y.  Harvet/.  134 

PLAINTIFF. 
See  Reversionary  Interest,  2,  3. 
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PLEA. 


up|iuiiuiii,  wiiiuucver  ui  iiie  uiier- 
natives  he  pleases.  Williams  v. 
Flight.  Page  41 

2.  Pending  a  litigation  as  to  admi- 
nistration in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  a  bill  was  filed  praying  a 
receiver,  and  that,  upon  the  ad- 
ministrator being  appointed  and 
brought  before  the  Court,  the 
rights  of  the  parties  might  be  de- 
clared and  the  estate  administered, 
a  demurrer  to  the  latter  part  of 
the  relief  was  allowed.  The  Baron 
de  Feuchires  v.  Dawes.  110 

3.  Where  a  suit  abates  afler  a  de- 
murrer has  been  filed,  but  before 
it  has  been  heard,  the  Plaintiff  and 
those  representing  him  may  file  a 
bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  for 
the  purpose  of  having  the  de- 
murrer disposed  of;  but  the  equity 
of  the  original  bill  being  chal- 
lenged by  the  demurrer,  the  Plain- 
tiff in  the  second  bill  is  not  at 
liberty  to  claim  the  same  or  ad- 
ditional relief  by  adding  supple, 
mental  matter  in  corroboration  of 
the   original   claim,  and  not   re- 
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power  of  appointment  amongst 
his  children  over  a  fund,  whichi 
in  default  of  appointment,  was 
given  between  them, but  the  shares 
of  daughters  to  be  for  their  se- 
parate use  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  their  children.  The  widow,  by 
a  will  not  executed  with  the  for- 
malities required  by  the  power, 
gave  the  fund  to  the  children 
equally.  The  Court  supplied  the 
formalities.     Lucena  v,  Lucena. 

Page  249 
S.  Bequest,  after  the  death  of  A., 
of  2500^.,  as  A.  should  appoint, 
with  a  gift  over  *'  of  the  same  "  in 
default,  and  to  be  paid  with  in- 
terest from  A.'s  death.  A,  ap- 
pointed a  part  to  B.,  and  1630/. 
to  other  persons,  and  directed  the 
said  sums  to  be  paid  at  the  decease 
of  B.,  except  the  one  left  to  him- 
self, which  was  to  be  payable  at 
^•'s  decease.  Held,  that  the  in- 
terest on  the  ]  630/.  accruing  be- 
tween the  death  of  A,  and  B. 
neither  passed  to  the  appointees 
of  that  sum,  nor  to  B.  by  impli- 
cation, but  went  over,  as  in  de- 
fault of  appointment.  Henderson 
v.  Constable.  297 

See  Perishable  Property. 
Renewal. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  Where,  in  an  administration  suit, 
it  is  referred  to  the  Master  to  take 
an  account  of  the  debts,  &c.,  and 
claims  are  made  against  the  estate 
of  such  a  nature  that  the  Master 


cannot  conveniently  dispose  of 
them,  application  must  be  made 
to  the  Court,  which  will  either 
give  special  directions  to  the 
Master  to  proceed,  or  direct  a 
suit,  action,  or  such  other  pro- 
ceeding as  the  exigency  of  the 
case  may  require.  Lockhart  v. 
Hardy.  Page  305 

2.  A  party  ordered  to  take  a  step 
within  a  fixed  time,  or  that  the  bill 
should  be  dismissed,  if  desirous 
of  an  extension  of  the  time,  must 
give  notice  of  motion,  so  as  to 
enable  him  to  bring  it  on  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  fixed. 
Lord  Huniingtovier  v.  Sherborn. 

380 

See  Acquiescence,  2. 
Affidavit. 
Amendment. 
Answer. 
Co-defendants. 
Commission,  1,  2. 
Computation  of  Tims. 
Contempt,  1,  2. 
Costs. 

Demurrer,  2,  3,  4,  5. 
Discovery,  2. 

Enlarging  Public  ation,1,2. 
Evidence,  3. 
Exceptions,  1,  2.  5. 
Fieri  facias. 
Forma  Pauperis. 
Injunction. 
Inquiry,  1,  2. 
Irregularity,  1,  2. 
Leave    to    enter    Appbar- 

AMCB. 

Master's  Report,  1,  2. 

Xx  S  See 


rAYMENT    OUT     OF     UOURT,    1, 

2,3. 
'    Production  of  Documents. 
Proving  Will. 
Reference  of  two  Suits. 

KiGHT    TO    BE    heard. 

Scandal  and  Impertinence, 

1,2. 
Second  Attachment. 
Security  for  Costs. 
Service  of  Copy  Bill,  1,  2.    ' 
Severance  of  Defences,  1,  2. 
Solicitor,  1,  2. 
Staying  Proceedings. 
Stop  Order,  1,2. 

SUBP(£NA. 

Substituted  Service,  1,  2. 
Supplemental  Answer. 
Supplemental  Bill,  2. 
Taxation. 
Traversing  Order. 
Trustee,  1,  2. 
Waiver  of  Contempt. 

PRECATORY  WORDS. 

A,  devised  to  B*  in  tail,  and  for  want 
of  issue  of  her  body  '*  he  empow- 
ered and  authorized**  her  to  settle 


PRI^ 

Se 

PRIN 

A  credit 
and  n 
him  c 
The  fi 
satJsfi< 
amour 
took  a 
that  tl 
and  til 
cover 
bail. 


PRO] 

1.  An  ob 
docuR] 
by  the 
thp    h 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


663 


to  be  in  Defendant's  possession. 
Hunter  v.  Capron*  Page  93 

3.  Memoranda,  the  production  of 
which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to, 
were  entered  in  the  same  book 
with  other  matters,  to  a  discovery 
of  which  the  Plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled, and  they  could  not  be  se- 
parated or  sealed  up.  Held,  that 
the  Defendant  must  suffer  the  in- 
convenience of  his  own  act,  and 
produce  the  whole.  Carexo  v. 
fVhite.  172 

4.  On  a  motion  for  the  production 
of  documents,  the  Defendant  was 
permitted  to  shew,  by  affidavit, 
that  they  could  not  be  left  in  the 
office  without  great  inconvenience ; 
but  as  the  ground  for  this  indul- 
gence was  not  stated  by  the  an- 
swer, he  was  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs.       Gardner  v.  Dangerfield. 

389 

PROVING  WILL. 

Practice  in  a  suit  to  establish  a  will 
where  one  of  the  witnesses  is 
abroad.     Hare  v.  Hare.  629 


RAILWAY. 

A  railway  act  provided,  that  it 
should  not  be  lawful  for  the  rail- 
way company  to  make  or  establish 
any  puUic  station,  yards,  wharfs, 
waiting,  loading,  or  unloading 
places,  warehouses  or  other  build- 
ings and  conveniences  for  the  de- 
positing, receiving,  loading  or 
keeping  any  passengers  or  cattle, 
or  any  goods,  articles,  matters,  or 


things,  upon  the  estate  of  R,  G. 
without  his  consent.  Held  on  de- 
murrer that  the  word  "  public " 
did  not  necessarily  override  the 
whole  sentence,  and  that  if  it  did, 
then  that,  from  the  subsequent 
clauses,  every  convenience  con- 
nected with  the  railway  must  be 
considered  as  for  the  public  use. 
Gordon  v.  The  Cheltenham  Rail- 
xnay  Company.  Page  229 

REAL  AND  PERSONAL  RE- 
PRESENTATIVES. 
See  Conversion. 

Heir  and  Next  or  Kin. 
Revocation. 

REAL  ESTATE  AND  PER- 
SONAL ESTATE. 

See  Conversion,  L 

Heir  and  Next  of  Kin. 
Revocation. 

RECEIVER. 
See   Mortgagor    and    Mortga- 
gee, 2. 

REFERENCE  FOR  IMPER- 
TINENCE. 
See  Contempt,  I. 

REFERENCE  OF  TWO  SUITS. 

Two  suits  were  instituted  for  similar 
objects,  one  was  attached  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  and  the  other  to 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls'  court.  A 
reference  was  made  at  the  Rolls 
to  inquire  which  was  most  for  the 
benefit  of  the  infants.  Starten  v. 
Barlholometv.  372 

X  X  4  RE- 
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RELEASE. 
See  Principal  and  Surety. 

REMOTENESS. 

1.  Bequest  of  a  residue  to  A.  (who 
had  no  children)  for  life,  and  at 
his  death  5000/.  to  be  deposited 
in  the  hands  of  trustees  for  the 
use  of  A*9 eldest  son,  at  his  at- 
taining the  age  of  thirty  years ; 
the  rest  to  be  equally  shared,  A.^s 
eldest  son  taking  an  equal  share 
in  addition  to  the  5000/.,  and  the 
general  division  to  take  place  as 
each  respectively  attains  twenty - 
four.  Held,  not  too  remote. 
Greet  v.  Greet.  Page  123 

2.  A  testator,  after  giving  his  real 
estate  to  the  eldest  son  of  A,  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  the  other 
children  of  ^.  in  tail,  with  remain- 
der over,  gave  his  personalty  in 
trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to 
the  children  and  grandchildren 
of  A.  who  should  not,  *<  from 
lime  to  time,"  be  entitled  to  the 
rents  of  the  freeholds.  By  a 
codicil,  he  declared  that  the 
children  of  B.,  C,  and  D.,  living 
at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life, 
should  "  take  their  shares'*  of 
the  personal  property  with  the  re- 
presentatives of  A.  Held,  that 
the  gift  was  to  the  children  and 
grandchildren  living  at  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  was  not 
too  remote.      Harvey  v.  Harvey. 

134 

3.  A  gift  is  too  remote,  unless,  ac- 
cording to  the  intention  of  the 


testator,  some  person  must  neces- 
sarily be  in  existence,  with  legal 
power  to  dispose  of  the  property, 
within  the  period  limited  by  the 
rules  of  law.  Curtis  v.  Lukim 
Page  147 

4.  A  gifl  must  not  only  vest  within 
the  time  limited  by  the  rule  against 
perpetuities,  but  the  interests  of 
the  respective  parties  in  the  pro- 
perty must  be  capable  of  ascer- 
tainment within  that  period,  other- 
wise the  gift  will  be  void.       Ibid, 

5.  A  testator  bequeathed  leaseholds 
in  Church  Street,  having  sixty 
years  unexpired,  and  as  to  which 
there  was  no  obligation  on  the  part 
of  the  lessor  to  renew,  to  A.  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  the  chil- 
dren she  should  leave,  and  in  de- 
fault to  B.  He  bequeathed  to 
trustees  other  leaseholds,  upon 
trust  to  accumulate  the  rents, 
until  the  leases  of  the  Church 
Street  property  **  should  become 
nearly  expired,"  and  then  to  ap- 
ply such  part  thereof  as  should 
be  necessary  in  the  renewal  of  the 
Church  Street  property,  "  for  the 
benefit  of  the  respective  persons 
to  whom  he  had  before,  by  his 
will,  given  the  same  ;"  and  the  re- 
sidue, after  answering  the  pur- 
pose aforesaid,  he  gave  to  his 
residuary  legatees.  The  testator 
died  before  the  Thellusson  Act 
came  into  operation.  Held»  that 
the  trust  for  accumulation  and  re- 
newal was  void  for  remoteness  and 
uncertainty.  Ibid. 

6.  A  gift  of  personalty  to  trustees 
for  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  death 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


666 


in  trust  for  the  children  o£A.  ''  as 
they  severally  attained  twenty-five 
years,**  the  income  to  be  applied 
during  their  respective  minorities 
by  their  guardian  for  their  main- 
tenance, &c.,  with  a  gifl  over  in 
case  no  child  of  ^.  should  live  to 
attain  twenty-five.  Held  to  be 
vested,  and  not  too  remote.  Da- 
vies  V.  Fisher.  Page  201 

RENEWAL. 

A  testator  gave  his  widow  '<  the  full 
and  entire  enjoyment"  of  his  real 
and  personal  estates,  which,  after 
her  death,  he  gave  to  other  per- 
sons; and  he  empowered  her  to 
retain  a  portion  of  a  sum  of  150/.  a 
year  given  to  other  parties,  for  re- 
newing the  leaseholds.  Held,  she 
was  entitled  to  enjoy  the  leasehold 
in  specie,  that  it  was  not  impera- 
tive  on  her  to  renew,  but  that  she 
had  acted  wrong  in  surrendering 
a  lease,  of  which  she  was  the  only 
cestui  que  vie,  as  she  thereby  de- 
prived herself  of  the  option  of 
renewing  for  the  benefit  of  the 
parties  in  remainder.  Harvey  v. 
Harvey^  134 

RESIDUARY  LEGATEE   AND 
NEXT  OF  KIN. 

The  ultimate  limitation  of  a  fund  in 
a  marriage  settlement,  afler  the 
death  of  a  husband  and  wife,  was 
to  the  husband,  if  he  survived  his 
wife,  but  if  the  wife  survived, 
then,  after  her  death,  to  such  per- 
son as  the  husband  should  ap- 
point, and  in  default,  <<  to  his  exe- 


cutors, administrators,  or  assigns** 
The  wife  survived,  and  the  hus- 
band made  no  appointment.  Held, 
that  his  residuary  legatees,  and 
not  his  next  of  kin,  were  entitled. 
Hotoell  V.  Gayler.  Page  157 

REVERSIONARY  INTEREST. 

1.  On  the  marriage  of  a  female  in- 
fant, her  reversionary  interest  in 
chases  in  action  was  settled  under 
the  Court  for  her  separate  use  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  her  chil- 
dren. She  afterwards  contracted 
two  subsequent  marriages,  but  no 
further  settlement  was  executed 
on  those  occasions.  Part  of  the 
reversionary  interests  fell  into  pos- 
session during  the  first  coverture, 
and  part  during  the  second,  and 
were  transferred  to  the  trustees. 
Held,  first,  that  although  the 
deed  made  during  infancy  was  not 
binding  in  respect  of  the  rever- 
sionary interests,  as  against  the 
wife  surviving,  still  she  might, 
while  discovert,  adopt  it  if  for  her 
benefit.  Secondly,  that  the  wife 
having  survived,  and  not  having 
called  for  a  transfer  of  the  fund, 
must  be  deemed  to  have  acqui- 
esced in  and  adopted  it,  as  it  was 

.  for  her  interest  to  do  so.  Thirdly, 
that  she  must  be  deemed  to  have 
married  her  second  husband  on 
the  faith  that   her  property  was 

,  protected  by  the  settlement,  and 
that  he  was  bound  by  it.  Fourthly, 
that  the  third  husband,  who  had 
notice  of  the  settlement  previous 
to  his  marriage,  and  had  for  some 

years 
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years  afler  acquiesced  in  it,  was 
bound  thereby,  and  had  no  in- 
terest in  th6  settled  property. 
Ashton  V.  M^DougalL      Page  56 

2.  A  bill  was  filed  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  testator's  estate,  by 
a  party  entitled  to  a  contingent 
reversionary  interest,  and  a  de- 
cree for  an  account  was  obtained. 
Before  the  report  the  PlaintiflPs 
interest  wholly  failed.  Held,  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
his  costs  of  suit  either  as  against 
the  Defendants  or  the  fund,  and  a 
petition  for  the  purpose  was  dis- 
missed with  costs.    Hay  v.  Boxoen. 

610 

3.  A  sole  Plaintiff,  whose  interest 
failed  pending  a  reference  to  take 
the  accounts,  was  restrained  from 
proceeding    further  in   the  suit. 

Ibid. 

REVIVOR  AND  SUPPLEMENT. 

See  Demurrer,  L  6. 

Pleading,  3. 

REVOCATION. 
A  testatrix  devised  a  real  estate,  and 
afterwards  sold  it.  The  purchase 
was  not  completed  until  after  her 
death.  Held,  that  the  purchase 
money  belonged  to  the  personal 
representatives,  and  not  to  the 
devisees  of  the  testatrix,  notwith- 
standing her  lien  on  the  estate  for 
the  purchase  money,  and  notwith- 
standing the  1  Vict.  c.  26.  s.2% 
which  directs  **  That  no  convey- 
ance or  other  act  made  or  done 
subsequently  to  the  execution  of 


a  will  of  or  relating  to  any  real  or 
personal  estate  therein  comprised, 
except  an  act  by  which  such  will 
shall  be  revoked  as  aforesaid,  shall 
prevent  the  operation  of  the  will 
with  respect  to  such  estate  or 
interest  in  such  real  or  personal 
estate  as  the  testator  shall  have 
power  to  dispose  of  by  will  at  the 
time  of  his  death."  Farrar  v. 
The  Earl  of  fVinterton.      Page  1 

RIGHT  TO  BE  HEARD. 

A.  and  B.  were  found  to  be  next  of 
kin  by  the  Master,  who  rejected 
C.'s  claim.  C.  excepted  to  the  re- 
port, and  upon  an  issue  directed 
by  the  Court,  he  was  found  to  be 
sole  next  of  kin.  A.  alone  moved 
for  a  new  trial.  Held,  that^. 
might  be  heard  in  support  of  the 
motion.     Johnston  v.  Todd.     394 


SALE  UNDER  COURT. 
See  Order  Nisi,  2. 

SCANDAL   AND  IMPERTI- 
NENCE. 

1 .  A  stranger  to  a  cause  cannot,  as 
of  course,  except  to  and  refer  a 
pleading  alleged  to  be  scandalous 
as  to  him,  and  impertinent  as  be- 
tween the  parties,  but  he  may  be 
authorised  so  to  do  upon  making 
a  special  application  to  the  Court. 
Williams  v.  Douglas.  82 

2.  Reference  for  scandal  and  imper- 
tinenccy  on  the  joint  petition  of 

Plaintiff 
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Plaintiff  and  of  his  solicitor,  the 
pleading  being  scandalous  as  to 
the  latter.  Bishop  v.  WiUis. 

Page  83.  n. 
3.  Solicitor  having  inserted  scanda- 
lous matter  in  an  answer,  and  put 
counsers  name  thereto  without 
authority,  committed  and  ordered 
to  pay  costs.  IbidL 


SECOND  ATTACHMENT. 

A  Defendant  was  taken  under  an 
attachment  for  not  answering,  and 
not  having  been  brought  to  the 
bar  within  the  proper  time,  was 
discharged.  The  Court  directed, 
that  unless  he  answered  within  a 
fortnight  a  new  attachment  should 
issue  against  him.  Robey  v.  White- 
•wood,  399 


SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

Leave  was  given  to  the  Plaintiff  in 
equity  to  bring  an  action  at  law. 
Afler  the  action  had  been  com- 
menced the  Plaintiff  died  ;  his  heir 
revived  the  suit,  and  obtained 
leave,  on  a  motion  which  was  un- 
opposed, to  continue  the  action. 
The  Defendant  applied  to  this 
Court  that  the  new  Plaintiff  might 
give  security  for  the  costs  of  the 
action.  The  Court  considered  that 
it  had  no  jurisdiction  so  to  order, 
but  it  suspended  the  prosecution 
of  the  action  until  security  had 
been  given.  Hilton  v.  Lord  Gran- 
viile.  263 


SEPARATE  ESTATE. 

See  Demurrer,  3. 
Separate  Use. 


SEPARATE  USE. 

On  the  marriage  of  a  female  infant, 
her  reversionary  interest  in  choses 
in  action  were  settled  under  the 
Court  for  her  separate  use  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  her  children. 
She  afterwards  contracted  two 
subsequent  marriages,  but  no  fur- 
ther settlement  was  executed  on 
those  occasions.  Part  of  the  re- 
versionary interests  fell  into  pos- 
session during  the  first  coverture, 
and  part  during  the  second,  and 
was  transferred  to  the  trustees. 
Held,  that  she  must  be  deemed  to 
have  married  her  second  hus- 
band on  the  faith  that  her  pro- 
perty was  protected  by  the  settle- 
ment, and  that  he  was  bound  by 
it ;  that  the  third  husband,  who 
had  notice  of  the  settlement  pre- 
vious to  his  marriage,  and  had  for 
some  years  afler  acquiesced  in  it, 
was  bound  thereby,  and  had  no 
interest  in  the  settled  property; 
and  that  the  arrears  of  separate 
estate  due  at  the  time  of  the  third 
marriage  also  belonged  to  the 
wife  as  her  separate  estate.  Ash- 
ton  V.  M'Dougall.  Page  56 

SERVICE  OF  COPY  BILL. 

1.  Where  husband  and  wife  are  De- 
fendants, and  the  suit  does  not 
relate  to  separate  estate,  service 

of 
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of  a  copy  of  the  bill  on  the  hus- 
band  alone,  under  the  23d  General 
Order  of  August  1841,  is  good 
service.  Kent  v.  Jacobs.  Page  48 
2.  To  obtain  an  order  under  the  24th 
General  Order  o£  August  1841,  it 
is  necessary  to  produce  an  affi- 
davit that  no  account  &c.  is  sought 
against  the  Defendant.  Davis  v. 
Prout.  102 

SETTING  DOWN  DEMURRER. 
See  Demurrer,  5. 

SETTLED  ACCOUNT. 
See  Account. 

Solicitor  and  Client. 

SEVERANCE  OF  DEFENCES. 

1.  Husband  and  wife,  entitled  in  the 
wife's  right  to  a  share  of  residue, 
were  living  apart,  and  they  de- 
fended separately.  Held,  entitled 
to  only  one  set  of  costs.  Garey  v. 
Whittingham.  268 

2.  A  party  entitled  to  a  share  of  the 
residue  became  bankrupt.  Held, 
that  he  and  his  assignees  were 
entitled  to  one  set  of  costs  be- 
tween them.  Ibid, 

SHEWING  CAUSE. 
See  Injunction,  3. 

SHIP. 
1.  Bill  of  sale  of  a  Whaler,  then  ab- 
sent on  a  fishing  adventure,  to- 
gether with  all  masts  &c.,  boats, 
oars,  and  appurtenances.  Held, 
not  to  pass  the  cargo  of  oil  &c. 


acquired  during   the   adventure. 
Langton  v.  Horton,  Page  9 

2.  Bill  of  sale  of  a  ship,  though  ab- 
solute in  its  terms,  may,  notwidi- 
standing  the  ship  registry  acts, 
be,  in  equity,  held  a  mortgage,  if 
such  appears  to  have  been  the 
real    intention     of    the    parties. 

Ibid. 

3.  A  mortgagee  out  of  possession  of 
a  Whaler,  is  not  entitled  as  against 
the  mortgagor  or  his  assignee  of 
the  cargo,  to  an  allowance  for  the 
use  of  the  ship.  Ib^ 

SHIP  REGISTRY  ACT. 
See  Ship,  2. 

SIX  CLERK, 

See  Guardian,  1. 
Infant,  1,  2. 

SOLICITOR. 

1.  Liability  of  a  party  acting  as  t 
solicitor  in  a  proceeding  in  which 
funds  are  wrongfully  obtained  out 
of  Court.     Ezart  t.  Lister,      5S5 

2.  If  a  solicitor,  knowing  that  money 
in  Court  belongs  to  one  person, 
presents  a  petition  and  obtains 
payment  to  another,  he  is  per* 
sonally  responsible.  The  prin- 
ciple applies  if  he  has  merely  a 
knowledge  of  circumstances  which, 
if  duly  considered,  would  lead  to 
a  knowledge  of  the  fact.       Ibid, 

See  Commissioner. 

Payment  out  of  Court,  2, 3. 
Scandal   and  Impertinence, 
1,2. 

SOLI- 
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SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  A  bill  of  costSy  settled  and  paid 
after  examination,  discussion,  and 
an  abatement  made  by  the  soli- 
citor, referred  for  taxation  under 
the  circumstances,  but  on  the 
terms  of  the  client  admitting  the 
cash  payments  contained  in  the 
settled  account.   Noke$v.*Warton. 

Page  448 

2.  A  solicitor  delivered  his  bill  of 
costs.  His  client  had  time  to  ex- 
amine it,  and  obtained  professional 
advice  and  assistance  respecting 
it.  Objections  were  made  to  the 
items,  and  afler  discussion  the 
client  obtained  a  considerable  de- 
duction. He  settled  the  account, 
admitted  the  balance,  obtained 
the  vouchers,  and  afterwards  paid 
the  amount  admitted  to  be  due. 
The  relation  of  solicitor  and  client 
continued  after  the  payment.  The 
Court  directed  a  taxation  of  the 
bill,  notwithstanding  this  settle- 
ment, thinking  that  the  client  was, 
'*  to  an  alarming  extent,"  in  the 
power  of  the  solicitor :  —  that  the 
bill,  which  contained  general  items 
to  a  very  considerable  amount 
under  the  terms,  *'  numerous  at- 
tendances "  and  "  innumerable  at- 
tendances,'' was  not  sufficiently 
explanatory:  —  that  the  solicitor 
did  not  do  all,  which  under  the 
circumstances  he  ought  to  have 
done,  to  facilitate  to  the  client 
the  exercise  of  his  right  to  a  full 
statement  of  the  particulars  of  the 
charge  and  to  the  proper  investi- 


gation of  each  particular  item: 
and  "  that  the  parties  were  on 
terms  so  unequal  as  to  make  it 
difficult  to  make  any  bargain 
which  could  be  binding  upon  the 
client  in  the  absence  of  other  as- 
sistance."    Nokes  v.  Warton. 

Page  448 
3.  Where  accounts  and  bills  of  costs 
of  a  solicitor  are  delivered  a 
sufficient  time  before  the  settle- 
ment to  allow  the  client  to  exa- 
mine them,  and  obtain  advice  and 
assistance  respecting  them,  and  the 
opportunity  is  taken  advantage  of, 
and  the  bills  being  examined,  ob- 
jections are  taken,  upon  discus- 
sion of  which  an  allowance  is 
made,  a  settlement  come  to,  and 
the  balance  paid,  primd  Jacie, 
a  taxation  is  precluded ;  but  if, 
under  the  above  circumstances, 
the  client  is  in  the  power  or  at 
the  mercy  of  the  solicitor,  if  the 
bills  delivered  be  not  sufficiently 
explanatory,  if  the  client,  though 
having  time  to  examine  the  bills 
has  not  been  able  to  obtain,  or 
has  not  been  allowed  to  employ 
the  most  effective  means  of  exa- 
mination, if  it  appears  that  the 
solicitor  in  whose  power  the  client 
is  is  driving  a  bargain  with  him 
on  unequal  terms,  and  that  the 
relation  of  solicitor  and  client  and 
the  power  of  the  solicitor  con- 
tinues, then  all  the  circumstances 
above  referred  to  as  tending  to 
establish  the  settlement  may  be 
unavailing.  Ibid. 

See  Payment. 
Taxation. 

SPECIFIC 
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SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 

Bequest  of  a  specific  sum  in  the 
funds,  to  be  paid  within  twelve 
months.  The  sum  was  not  trans- 
ferred within  the  twelve  months, 
and  the  executors  received  the 

'     dividends    accruing    during    that 

period.   Held,  that  they  belonged 

to  the  legatee.     Brisiotv  v.  Bris- 

taw.  Page  289 

See  Costs,  5. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

The  owner  of  an  estate  took  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and 
afterwards  became  bankrupt.  The 
assignees  in  bankruptcy,  without 
communicating  with  the  assignees 
of  the  insolvency,  in  whom  the 
estate  was  vested,  sold  it.  Pend- 
ing a  suit  instituted  by  the  vendors 
for  a  specific  performance,  the 
assignees  of  insolvency  affirmed 
the  sale.  A  specific  performance 
was  decreed.  Sidebotham  v.  Bar- 
rington.  261 

See  Costs,  2. 

STATUTE. 

L  TheS9jE://z.  c.5,  enables  "  all  and 
every  person  and  persons**  to  found 
hospitals,  &c.,  and  to  create  them 
bodies  corporate.  Held,  thata  cor- 
poration may  exercise  the  powers 
given  by  the  act  to  "  person  and 
persons."  Attorney-Generalv,  The 
Corporation  of  Newcastle .         307 

2.  To  a  bill  by  a  dean  and  chapter  for 
tithes  accrued  within  twenty-one 


years,  and  stating  a  decree  in 
1813,  establishing  the  right,  but 
not  alleging  that  tithes  had  been 
accounted  for  under  it^  and  stating 
that  the  Piaintifis  had,  in  1831, 
granted  a  lease  of  the  tithes  of  the 
rectory  which  existed  till  1837, 
but  not  alleging  that  the  lease  was 
granted  with  a  view  to  the  tithes 
in  question,  or  that  the  lessee 
paid  any  thing  on  account  of 
them,  a  plea  of  the  statute  of 
3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  27.,  averring  that 
the  right  of  suit  did  not  first  ac- 
crue within  twenty  years,  and  that 
the  Plaintiffii  had  not  been  in  pos- 
session within  twenty  years,  was 
allowed.  The  Dean  and  Chapter 
of  Ely  v.  Bliss.  Page  574 

3.  A  suit  was  instituted  for  the  tithes 
of  a  particular  district  in  a  parish. 
The  whole  tithes  of  that  parish 
had  been  demised  by  general 
words,  but  it  was  not  suggested 
that  the  lease  had  been  granted 
with  a  view  to  the  tithes  claimed 
by  the  bill^  or  that  the  lessee  had 
paid  or  received  any  thing  on  ac- 
count of  them.  Held,  that  the 
outstanding  lease  did  not  prevent 
the  operation  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  running  as  regarded 
the  particular  tithes  claimed. 

Ibid, 

4-.  An  ejectment  bill  filed  in  1842, 
stated  that  the  Plaintifi^'s  alleged 
right  to  the  land  accrued  in  1812, 
that  a  bill  had  been  filed  in  1824 
to  recover  the  property,  and  that 
an  ejectment  had  been  brought  in 
1832,  which  was  stayed  until  the 
Plaintiff  had  paid  the  costs  of  a 

former 
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former  ejectment ;  but  it  did  not 
state  the  result  of  the  suit  or  ac- 
tion. Held,  that  it  roust  be  in- 
ferred  that  they  had  failed,  and 
that  they  did  not  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations.  Bampton  v.  BirchalL 

Page  67 
5.  A  creditor  recovered  a  judgment 
in  this  country,  and  obtained  a 
charge  on  his  debtor's  lands,  &c. 
under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  IS. 
He  afterwards  arrested  the  debtor 
in  Jersey  upon  mesne  process  for 
the  same  debt.  Held,  that  the 
charge  on  the  lands  here  was  not 
thereby  forfeited  under  the  six- 
teenth section.  Houlditch  v.  CoU 
litis,  497 

See  Contempt,  2. 

Creditors'  Suit,  2. 

Enlarging  Publication^  1. 

Judgment. 

Lunatic,  2. 

Revocation. 

Stop  Order,  2. 

Taxation. 

Tithes,  2,  3. 

Trustee,  1,  2,  3. 

STAYING  PROCEEDINGS. 

After  answer,  and  after  liberty  to 
amend  had  been  refused,  a  suit 
abated  by  the  death  of  the  Plain- 
tiff. The  executors  filed  an  ori- 
ginal bill  of  a  similar  nature.  The 
Court  stayed  the  proceedings  in 
the  second  suit,  until  the  costs  in 
the  first  had  been  paid.  AUree  v. 
Hordem.  623 


STEWARD  OF  MANOR. 
See  Taxation,  3. 

STOCK. 
See  Money  in  the  Bank. 

STOP  ORDER. 

1.  Upon  an  application  for  a  stop  or- 
der, the  assignor's  right  to  the 
fund  in  Court  must  be  shewn 
either  by  the  proceedings  or  l^ 
affidavit.      Qjuarmany.  fViUianu. 

Page  1S3 

2.  A  judgment  having  been  obtained 
against  a  party  to  whom  a  sum 
standing  to  the  credit  of  the  cause 
had  been  ordered  to  be  paid,  the 
Court,  on  the  application  of  the 
judgment  creditor,  stayed  the  de- 
livery to  the  debtor  of  the  Ac- 
countant-General's cheques.  Ro- 
binson V.  Wood.  388 

SUBPOENA. 

A  suhpcena  to  appear  and  service 
thereof  set  aside  and  discharged 
with  costs  on  the  ground  of  an  irre- 
gularity in  the  teste.  Lord  Hunt- 
ingtower  v.  Sherbom.  162 

SUBPOENA  TO  HEAR  JUDG- 

MENT. 
See  Enlarging  PusLicATiONf  2. 

SUBSTITUTED  LEGACY. 

1.  A  testatrix  appointed  a  legacy  out 
of  a  particular  fund.  By  a  codicil 
she  revoked  it,  and  gave  a  legacy 

of 
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of  half  the  amount  only,  but  with- 
out referring  to  the  particular 
fund.  Heldy  that  the  latter  was  a 
mere  substitution  for  the  former ; 
and  the  particular  fund  failing, 
that  the  legatee  was  not  entitled 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  general  as- 
sets.    Bristow  V.  Bristow, 

Page  289 
2.  A  testator^  by  his  will,  gave  two 
thirds  of  his  residue  to  his  eldest 
son,  with  a  gift  over  in  case  he 
died  under  twenty-6ve  and  un- 
married ;  and  he  gave  the  remain- 
ing one  third  to  his  second  son,  in 
similar  terms.  By  a  codicil,  he 
revoked  so  much  of  his  will  as  re- 
lated to  the  distribution  of  his  re- 
sidue, and  gave  to  his  second  sou 
20,000/.  sterling,  in  lieu  of  his  one 
third  of  the  residue,  and  he  ap- 
pointed his  eldest  son  residuary 
legatee.  Held,  that  the  gift  of  the 
20,000/.  was  absolute,  and  not  sub- 
ject to  the  bame  limitations  as  the 
one  third  of  the  residue.  Alex- 
ajider  v.  Alexander,  518 


SUBSTITUTED  SERVICE. 

1.  Substituted  service  of  a  subpoena 
to  appear  ordered  in  the  case  of  an 
infant.     Lane  v,  Hardwicke.    222 

2.  Substituted  service  of  a  subpoena 
ordered  on  the  solicitor  of  a  De- 
fendant residing  out  of  the  juris- 
diction.    Cooper  V.  Wood.        391 

SUBSTITUTING  NEXT 
FRIEND. 

See  Next  Friend. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  ANSWER. 

Upon  an  application  to  file  a  sup- 
plemental answer,  the  Defendant 
should  state  on  his  notice  of  mo- 
tion the  facts  intended  to  be  in- 
troduced therein.  Smith  v.  Hart- 
ley. Page  432 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL. 

1.  A  suit  was  instituted  to  have  a 
bill  of  exchange  delivered  up,  on 
the  ground  of  frauds  and  to  re- 
strain an  action  at  law  commenced 
thereon.  Pending  the  suit,  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  action  recovered, 
and  obtained  payment.  Held,  on 
demurrer,  that  the  Plaintiff  in 
equity  might  file  a  supplemental 
bill,  staring  these  facts,  and  pray- 
ing a  repayment  and  indemnity. 
Pinkus  v.  Peters.  253 

2.  A  decree  was  made  in  1830 
against  executors,  charging  them 
personally;  in  1838  they  obtained 
leave  to  rehear  the  cause.  The 
Plaintiff  in  1842  presented  a  peti- 
tion for  leave  to  file  a  supple- 
mental bill,  putting  in  issue  nenr 
facts  to  support  the  personal  de- 
cree against  the  executors.  The 
Court  refused  the  application  with 
costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  facts 
appeared  to  be  either  without 
proof  or  to  be  immaterial,  or  else 
to  have  been  so  long  known  to 
the  Plaintiff  as  to  preclude  hioi 
making  them  the  foundation  of  the 
extraordinary  relief  prayed.  Ac- 
la  fid  V.  Braddick.  486 

SUR- 
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SURVIVORSHIP. 
A  testatrix  gave  unto  A-  and  B^  a 
sum  in  the  long  annuities,  to  be 
equally  divided  during  their  lives, 
after  which  she  gave  the  said  sum 
to  C.  Held,  that  the  survivor  of 
A.  and  B.  took  for  life.  M^Der- 
mott  V.  Wallace.  Page  142 


TAXATION. 

1.  By  the  decree  the  costs  of  all 
parties  were  ordered  to  be  taxed 
as  between  solicitor  and  client. 
Upon  a  rehearing  the  decree  was 
affirmed^  and  the  deposit  was  or- 
dered to  be  returned,  but  nothing 
was  said  as  to  costs.  By  a  subse- 
quent order  the  costs  of  all  parties 
were  ordered  to  be  taxed,  as  be- 
tween solicitor  and  client,  from 
the  last  taxation.  Held,  that  this 
did  not  include  the  costs  of  the 
rehearing.     Agabeg  v.  HartwelL 

271 

2.  The  costs  of  rehearings  are  not 
carried  by  the  words  **  costs  of 
suit  as  between  solicitor  and 
client,"  but  require  to  be  specially 
mentioned  in  the  order  for  tax- 
ation. Semble.  The  same  rule  ap- 
plies to  the  costs  of  appeals  and 
exceptions.  Ibid. 

3.  The  fees  of  the  steward  of  amanor, 
who  is  a  solicitor  but  acts  in  the 
character  of  steward  only,  are  not 
taxable  under  the  6  &  7  Vict*  c.73. 
Allen  V.  Aldridge.  401 

4.  This  statute  does  not  authorise 
the  taxation  of  every  pecuniary 
demand  or  bill  of  a  solicitor,  for 

Vol.  V. 


every  species  of  employment  in 
which  he  may  happen  to  be  en- 
gaged.    Allen  v.  Aldridge, 

Page  401 

5.  A  bill  may  be  taxed  though  no 
part  of  the  business  was  transacted 
in  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  but 
such  business  must  be  connected 
with  the  profession  of  an  attorney 
or  solicitor: — business  in  which  the 
attorney  or  solicitor  was  employed 
because  he  was  an  attorney  or  so- 
licitor, or  in  which  he  would  not 
have  been  employed  if  he  had  not 
been  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  or  if 
the  relation  of  attorney  or  solicitor 
and  client  had  not  subsisted  be- 
tween him  and  his  employer.  Ibid. 

6.  After  payment  of  a  bill,  an  order 
for  taxation  is  not  to  be  obtained 
as  of  course,  even  by  a  party  liable 
to  pay  the  same.  In  re  Becke  and 
Flower.  406 

7.  Under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73., 
any  party  entitled  to  the  order 
may  obtain  it,  as  of  course  and 
without  special  directions,  within 
one  month  after  delivery,  and 
with  such  special  directions  as  the 
Court  may  order  to  be  imposed, 
after  the  expiration  of  one  month 
from  the  delivery,  but  not  after 
verdict,  writ  of  inquiry,  or  pay- 
ment. In  those  cases  a  special 
order  made  upon  special  circum- 
stances, to  be  proved  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Court,  is  required. 

Ibid. 

8.  A  mere  volunteer,  under  no  pre- 
vious liability,  does  not  by  paying 
a  solicitor's  bill  acquire  a  right  to 
tax  it.  Ibid. 

Y  y  9.  The 
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9.  The  bill  of  costs  of  a  mortgagee's 
solicitor  for  business  done  in  re- 
lation to  the  mortgage,  and  the 
sale  of  the  mortgaged  estate,  is 
taxable  at  the  instance  of  the 
mortgagor,  under  the  6  &  7  Vict. 
c.  7S.,  though  no  part  of  the  busi- 
ness may  have  been  transacted  in 
any  court  of  law  or  equity.  In 
re  Lees.  Page  410 

10.  The  6  &  7  Vid.  c.  78.,  as  regards 
taxation,  is  retrospective  with  re- 
spect to  bills  previously  taxable, 
and  also  as  to  bills  thereby  made 
taxable,  provided  the  latter  re- 
mained unpaid  at  the  passing  of 
the  act.  Ibid, 

11.  Payment  before  the  act  came 
into  operation  of  a  previously  tax- 
able bill,  would  not  preclude  tax- 
ation under  the  act,  upon  a  proper 
application    made    in   due   time. 

Ibid, 

12.  Payment  before  the  act  came 
into  operation  of  a  bill  not  pre- 
viously taxable,  precludes  tax- 
ation. Ibid, 

13.  A  petition  being  presented  for 
the  taxation  of  a  solicitor's  bill. 
Held,  that  the  application  was  to 
be  considered  as  made  at  the 
latest  at  the  time  of  answering  the 
petition,  and  not  at  the  time  of 
service  of  the  petition,  or  the  day 
appointed  for  hearing.  In  cases 
of  accidental  delay  in  the  office, 
the  period  may  be  carried  further 
back.     Sayer  v.  Wagstaff,       415 

14-.  Where  a  debtor  delivers  to  his 
creditor  his  promissory  note  for 
the  amount  of  the  debt,  the  debt 
may  be   considered    as    actually 


paid,  if  the  creditor,  at  the  time 
of  receiving  the  note,  has  agreed 
to  take  it  in  payment  of  the  debt, 
and  to  take  upon  himself  the  risk 
of  the  note  being  paid  ;  or  if,  from 
the  conduct  of  the  creditor,  or 
the  special  circumstances  of  the 
case,  such  an  agreement  is  legally 
to  be  implied.  But  in  the  absence 
of  any  special  circumstances,  the 
transaction  does  not  amount  to  a 
discharge  of  the  original  debt,  but 
a  mere  extended  credit.  Sayer  v. 
Wagstaff.  Page  415 

15.  A  solicitor  delivered  his  bill  of 
costs  on  the  14th  of  October  1842, 
for  which  the  client,  on  the  3d  of 
November  1842,  gave  his  promis- 
sory note,  which  was  paid  on  the 
17th  of  November  1842.  On  the 
15th  o^  November  1843  the  client 
presented  a  petition  for  the  tax- 
ation of  the  bill,  which  was  an- 
swered on  the  16th,  and  was 
served  on  the  21  st.  The  day  ap- 
pointed for  hearing  was  the  24th. 
Held,  first,  that  the  bill  must  be 
considered  as  paid  on  the  17th 
o^  November  1842;  and,  secondly, 
that  the  application  for  taxation 
must  be  considered  as  made  at 
the  latest  on  the  16th  o£  November 
1843,  and  consequently  that  the 
application  for  taxation  had  been 
made  within  twelve  months,  ac- 
cording to  the  forty-first  section 
of  the  6  &  7  Vict,  c.  73.  Ibid. 

16.  Application  by  cestui  que  trust 
for  the  taxation  of  a  bill  of  costs 
paid  by  his  trustees  more  than 
twelve  calendar  months,  refused. 
In  re  Dotvnes,  425 

17.  Where 
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17.  Where  a  cestui  que  trust  applies 
for  taxation,  then,  if  there  has 
been  no  payment,  the  rules  un- 
der which  taxation  is  to  be  di- 
rected are  such  as  are  pointed 
out  by  the  thirty-seventh  section 
of  the  6  &  7  Via.  c.73.,  and  if 
there  has  been  payment  by  the 
forty-first  section.    In  re  Dotones, 

Page  425 

18.  Whenever  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73. 
applies,  the  Court  cannot  in  any 
case  whatever,  send  a  bill  for  tax- 
ation as  against  the  solicitor,  if  it 
has  been  paid  more  than  twelve 
months,  but  the  Court  may,  after 
that  period,  direct  a  taxation  as 
between  a  trustee  and  his  cestui 
que  trust,  to  justify  the  payments 
of  the  former.  Ibid. 

19.  The  words  "  any  such  bill,"  in 
the  forty-first  section,  do  not  mean 
the  bill  mentioned  in  the  section 
immediately  preceding,  viz.  any 
bill  '*  previously  taxed  and  set- 
tled;" nor  are  they  limited  to  such 
bills  as  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  are  sought  to  be  taxed  by  a 
party  directly  chargeable.      Ibid. 

20.  Where  a  solicitor's  bill  has  been 
paid  by  a  trustee,  the  cestui  que 
trust  cannot,  after  the  expiration 
of  twelve  months  from  payment, 
obtain  a  taxation,  as  against  the 
solicitor,  although  he  had  no  no- 
tice of  the  payment  until  after 
the  twelve  months  had  expired. 
Semble.  Ibid* 

See  Costs,  3. 
Payment. 
Solicitor  and  Client. 


TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 

1.  A  testator  directed  his  residuary 
personal  estate  to  be  invested  in 

.  land  from  time  to  time  and  at  all 
convenient  opportunities,  and  in 
the  mean  time  to  be  accumulated. 
Held,  that  the  tenant  for  life  of 
the  land  was  entitled  to  the  inte- 
rest of  the  uninvested  personalty, 
as  from  a  year  from  the  testator's 
death.     Tucker  v.  BosxoeU. 

Page  607 

2.  In  the  same  case,  the  testator 
gave  400/.  a  year  to  his  wife  if  she 
recovered  her  mental  faculties, 
otherwise  200/.  a  year,  and  to  be 
paid  out  of  his  government  stock ; 
and  he  directed,  as  soon  as  con- 
veniently might  be  afler  her  death, 
the  investment  of  the  stock  out 
of  which  the  annuity  was  payable, 
in  land  to  be  conveyed  in  strict 
settlement.  The  wife  did  not  re- 
cover. Held,  that  the  extra  200/. 
a  year  became  part  of  the  residue 
to  be  invested,  and  did  not  belong 
to  the  tenant  for  life.  Ibid. 

3.  Part  of  a  residuary  estate,  settled 
on  one  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
her  issue,  consisted  of  life  annuities 
and  policies  on  the  lives  for  secur- 
ing the  principal  money.  The 
Court  seeing  it  for  the  benefit  of 
all  parties,  refrained  from  order- 
ing a  sale,  but  directed  the  po- 
licies to  be  kept  up,  so  as  to  secure 
the  principal,  and  that  the  surplus 
annuities  should  be  paid  to  the 
tenant  for  life.  Glengall  v.  Bar- 
nard.  245 

See  Life  Estate. 

Yy  2  TITHE 


in  which  there  was,  before  the 
award,  a  just  title  to  tithes,  which 
by  accident  and  mistake  was  not 
brought  forward  till  af^er  the 
award  was  made. 

Thus,  by  an  award,  made  with 
the  concurrence  of  A,,  the  patron, 
the  whole  rent  charge  was  made 
payable  to  B.  the  rector,  A.  being 
at  the  time  entitled  to  one  half  of 
the  corn  tithes,  but  ignorant  of  his 
rights.  Held  that  A.  might  have 
relief  in  this  Court  as  against  B, 
Clarke  v.  Yonge.  Page  523 

TITHES. 

,  A,  &  B,  were  entitled  to  tithes 
in  equal  moieties.  B.,  under  mis- 
take, received  the  whole,  a  bill  by 
A,  against  B.  for  his  moiety  was 
dismissed  with  costs.  Clarke  v. 
Yonge.  523 

!.  A  confirmed  award  under  the 
Tithe  Commutation  Act  is  final 
as  between  the  tithe  owners  and 
tithe  payers,  but  does  not  exclude 
from  further  investigation  a  case 
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solicitors  of  the  suit  to  remain 
charges  upon  the  estate  at  interest. 
fV.  &  C.  were  solicitors  in  the  suit 
for  A>  B,  A.  B,t  upon  coming  o^ 
age,  presented  a  petition  for  the  de- 
livery of  the  title  deeds.  Held,  that 
(independently  of  the  covenant) 
IV.  &  C.  held  the  deeds  for  A. 
B.f  and  not  for  the  termors,  but 
the  covenant  having  been  entered 
into  for  the  beneGt  of  the  infant, 
F.  &  W.  were  not  bound  to  part 
with  the  deeds,  until  released 
from  their  covenant.  Held  also, 
that  W.  was  not  entitled  to  hold 
the  deeds  for  the  trustees  of  the 
terra  of  600  years,  or  for  any  costs 
other  than  those  of  seeing  himself 
properly  released  from  the  cove- 
nant, and  that  he  had  no  right  to 
require  them  to  be  delivered  to 
the  receiver  in  the  cause.  Ho' 
tham  V.  Someroille.         Page  360 


TRAVERSING  ORDER. 

An  application  by  the  Plaintiff  to 
take  a  traversing  order  off  the  file, 
cannot  be  made  ex  parte,  Sim- 
mons v.  Wood.  390 


TRUST. 

A  testatrix  gave  her  personal  estate 
to  B.  for  the  benefit  of  J5.'s  daugh- 
ters. B.  invested  the  produce, 
together  with  1000/.  of  his  own 
monies,  in  the  funds  in  his  own 
name,  and  aflerwards  treated  and 
admitted  the  aggregate  fund  as 
held  in  trust  for  his  daughters. 


On  the  death  of  B.  the  fund  was 
found  mixed  with  like  funds  of 
his  own.  Held,  that  under  the 
circumstances  there  was  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  trust  of  the  1000/. 
in  favour  of  the  daughters. 
Thorpe  v.  Owen,  Page  224? 

See  Charity,  7- 


TRUSTEE. 

1 .  Trustees  appointed  by  the  Court  in 
the  place  of  others  whose  appoint- 
ments had  failed  by  their  deaths 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator, 
authorised  to  appoint  future  trus- 
tees in  the  manner  and  under  the 
circumstances  mentioned  in  the 
will.     White  V,  White.  221 

2.  An  estate  was  devised  to  A.,  sub- 
ject to  a  charge  of  5000/.  payable 
to  the  executors.  In  a  suit  to 
which  A.  was  a  party  the  estate 
was  sold,  and  all  proper  parties 
were  ordered  to  join  in  the  con- 
veyance. A,,  refusing  to  execute 
the  deed,  was  declared  a  trustee 
for  the  purchaser,  under  the 
1  W.  4.  c.  60.,  and  another  person 
was  directed  to  convey  in  his 
stead.     Robinson  v.  Wood.       246 

3.  The  petition  for  the  above  pur- 
pose was  presented  by  a  Defend- 
ant in  his  character  of  purchaser, 
the  Court  refused  to  give  costs. 

Ibid. 

4.  Where  a  cestui  que  trust  applies 
for  taxation,  then  if  there  has  been 
no  payment  the  rules  under  which 
taxation  is  to  be  directed  are  such 
as  are  pointed  out  by  the  thirty- 
seventh 
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seventh  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict* 
c.  73.,  and  if  there  has  been  pay- 
ment, by  the  forty-first  section. 
In  re  Doxvnes.  Page  425 

See  Administration  Suit,  1, 2. 
Breach  of  Trust,  I. 
Title  Deeds. 


UNCERTAINTY. 

A  testator  (passing  over  his  heir  at 
law,  the  son  of  his  deceased  eldest 
brother)  gave  1000/.  to  the  tes- 
tator's father  for  life,  and  afler 
his  death  to  be  continued  to  the 
testator's  younger  brother,  and 
proceeded  thus:  —  *<  and  afler  his 
death  to  be  continued  to  my  next 
nearest  heir,  and  so  on.  This  pro- 
perty is  not  meant  to  be  disposed 
of  by  any  of  the  family."  Held, 
that  the  ultimate  limitation  was 
void  for  uncertainty.  Thomason 
V.  Moses.  77 

See  Accumulation. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

The  owner  of  an  estate  took  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and 
afterwards  became  bankrupt.  The 
assignees  in  bankruptcy,  without 
communicating  with  the  assignees 
of  the  insolvency,  in  whom  the 
estate  was  vested,  sold  it.  Pend- 
ing a  suit  instituted  by  the  vendors 
for  a  specific  performance,  the  as- 
signees of  insolvency  affirmed  the 
sale.    A  specific  performance  was 


decreed.     Sidebotham  v.  Barring- 
ton,  Page  261 

See  Assent. 
Costs,  2. 

Heir  and  Next  of  Kin. 
Order  Nisi,  2. 
Parties,  1. 

VESTED  INTEREST. 

Bequest  of  the  interest  of  the  residue 
to  the  widow  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  testator's  children ;  and  afler 
her  decease,  the  property  "  to  be 
shared  equally  amongst  all  his  chil- 
dren, if  they  should  have  attained 
twenty-one,  and  if  any  had  not 
attained  that  age,  then  that  his 
executors  should  act  as  trustees 
until  the  eldest  attained  that  age, 
and  then  pay  him  his  share,  and 
each  one  as  he  or  she  attained 
that  age."  A  child  who  died 
under  twenty-one,  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  widow,  held  not  to  have  a 
vested  interest.  Butcher  v.  Leach. 

392 
See  Will,  11. 

VESTING. 
See  Remoteness,  6. 

VOLUNTARY  CONVEYANCE. 

A  corporation  voluntarily  founded  a 
hospital  under  the  39  Eliz.  c.  5. 
and  procured  real  estates  to  be 
conveyed  to  it,  which,  howevcrt 
were  subsequently  managed  by  the 
founders.  The  founders  aflerwards 
sold  the  hospital  property,  and 
conveyed 
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conveyed  it  for  valuable  consider- 
ation to  the  purchasers,  giving 
them  an  indemnity ;  and  they  ap- 
plied the  purchase-money,  toge- 
ther with  other  monies  of  their 
own,  in  the  purchase  of  the  IV. 
estate.  The  founders  accounted 
to  the  hospital  yearly  for  more 
than  the  rental  of  the  estate  sold. 
Held,  that  the  hospital  was  en- 
titled to  such  a  proportion  of  the 
PV,  estate,  as  the  purchase-money 
of  the  charity  estate  contributed 
towards  the  purchase  of  the  IV, 
estate.  The  Attorney-General  v. 
The  Corporation  of  Newcastle. 

Page  307 

VOLUNTARY  GIFT. 

A  testatrix  gave  her  personal  estate 
to  B,  for  the  benefit  of  B.'s  daugh- 
ters. B.  invested  the  produce,  to- 
gether with  lOOd^.  of  his  own  mo- 
nies, in  the  funds  in  his  own  name, 
and  afterwards  treated  and  ad- 
mitted the  aggregate  fund  as  held 
in  trust  for  his  daughters.  On  the 
death  of  B.,  the  fund  was  found 
mixed  with  like  funds  of  his  own. 
Held,  that  under  the  circum- 
stances, there  was  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  trust  of  the  1000/.  in 
favour  of  the  daughters.  Thorpe 
v.  Ou)en.  224f 

VOUCHERS. 
See  Decree,  3. 


WAIVER  OF  CONTEMPT. 

Defendant  in  contempt  for  want  of 
answer  filed  it,  and  the  Plaintiff 
replied  thereto.  Held,  that  he  had 
waived  his  remedy  for  the  costs 
of  the  contempt.  Hayne9  v.  Ball. 
Page  140 

WILL. 

1.  A  limited  fund  was  given  to  A.B. 
until  some  child  of  his  should  at* 
tain  twenty. one,  and  1000/.  con- 
sols was  to  be  paid  thereout  to 
each  of  his  children  as  they  at- 
tained twenty-one.  Tlie  fund  was 
insufficient  to  provide  for  all  the 
children.  A  child  attained  twenty- 
one;  Held  that  he  was,  notwith- 
standing the  deficiency,  entitled 
to  1000/.  consols. 

A.  B.  had  issue  at  the  death  of 
the  testatrix.  Held,  also,  that 
the  children  born  after  her  death 
were  also  entitled.  Evaiis  v.  jF/ar- 
m.  45 

2.  A  testator  gave  his  residuary  es- 
tate to  his  wife  for  life,  and  then 
to  be  divided  into  three  shares, 
and  he  gave  one  third  between  the 
children  of  his  brother  T.  B.,  liv- 
ing at  the  death  of  his  wife,  one 
third  to  his  niece  JP.  G.,  and  the 
remaining  one  third  to  his  nephew 
and  niece,  T.  B.  and  S.  B. ;  and 
in  case  such,  any,  or  either  of 
them  should  die,  having  left  a 
child  or  children  surviving  them, 
he  declared  that  the  expectant's 
share  should  go  between  his  or  her 
children.    T.  B.'s  children  all  died 

in 
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in  the  lifetime  of  the  widow,  but 
some  left  children.  Held,  that 
the  latter  were  entitled  to  the 
first  mentioned  one  third.  Garey 
V.  Whittingham.  Page  268 

3.  Whether,  where  A.,  a  residuary 
legatee  bj  artful  and  fraudulent 
misrepresentation  to  the  testator  of 
the  character  of  B.,  induces  the 
testator  to  revoke  a  legacy  given 
to  B.,  the  benefit  of  which  revoca- 
tion results  to  A^y  this  Court  has 
jurisdiction  to  affix  a  trust  on  A> 
in  favour  of  B.,  to  the  extent  of 
the  fruit  of  the  fraud  possessed  by 
A.y  or  whether  the  matter  belongs 
exclusively  to  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court;  and,  secondly,  whether 
such  trust  can  be  declared  afler 
a  sentence  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  in  which  the  question  of 
undue  influence  was  in  issue, 
qucere.  Held  in  the  affirmative  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  in 
the  negative  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor. The  parties  thereupon  ap- 
pealed to  the  House  of  Lords. 
Allen  v.  M'Pherson.  469 

4.  A  testator  gave  his  personal 
and  landed  estates  to  A.  for  life^ 
and  afterwards  to  2?.  for  life,  and 
then  to  the  eldest  son  of  C, 
and  afterwards  to  his  second, 
third,  or  any  later  sons  he  might 
have  by  X>.,  and  then  to  the  eldest 
son  and  other  sons  successively  of 
E, ;  but  all  these  to  be  subject  to 
the  out  payments  and  legacies 
following.  The  testator  declared, 
"  that  if  the  legacies  and  condi- 
tions of  his  will  were  not  complied 
with  exactly,  then  he  left  all  the 


advantages  of  it  to  the  next  per- 
son in  succession,  subject  to  those 
legacies,  and  so  on,  unless  they 
were  discharged."  He  gave  many 
legacies  and  annuities  by  thirteen 
codicils,  which,  if  not  paid,  those 
who  were  to  inherit  his  personal 
estate  were  to  be  subject  to  the 
penalties  in  his  will,  and  his  per- 
sonal estate  was  to  go  to  the  next 
he  had  entailed  it  on.  C.  had 
several  sons.  Held,  that  subject 
to  the  prior  life  estates,  the  eldest 
son  of  C.  took  the  personal  estate 
absolutely.  Bt/ng  v.  Lord  Straf' 
ford.  Page  558 

5.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to 
give  effect  to  the  intention  of  tes- 
tators, as  far  as  the  rules  of  law 
will  permit ;  but  if  a  testator  uses 
words,  which  by  their  plain  im- 
port give  an  absolute  estate,  the 
circumstance  of  his  giving  the 
same  absolute  estate  to  a  succes- 
sion of  legatees,  in  a  manner  in- 
compatible and  inconsistent  with 
the  free  enjoyment  of  the  pro- 
perty plainly  given  to  the  first, 
will  not  authorise  the  Court  to 
alter  the  effect  of  the  words  by 
which  that  property  is  given. 

Ibid. 

6.  The  first  legatee  of  a  quasi  es- 
tate tail  in  personalty  takes  the 
absolute  interest,  notwithstanding 
a  manifest  and  avowed  intention 
to  give  a  succession  of  limited 
interests.  Ibid. 

7.  If  an  absolute  interest  be  given 
upon  an  express  condition,  which 
may  be  lawful  in  itself  but  is  in- 
compatible with  the  free  enjoy- 
ment 
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ment  of  the  property,  the  Court 
does  not  modify  the  absolute  in- 
terest, for  the  purpose  of  giving 
effect  to  the  condition,  but  de- 
clares the  condition  void  for  the 
purpose  of  supporting  the  absolute 
interest.  Byng  v.  Lord  Strafford. 
Page  558 

8.  Where  the  condition  intended  to 
be  annexed  to  a  gift  is  inconsistent 
with  and  repugnant  to  the  gift 
itself,  the  condition  is  held  to  be 
wholly  void.  Ibid, 

9.  If  a  testator  were  to  give  all  his 
estate  to  A.  in  fee,  and  then  to  B. 
in  fee,  and  afterwards  to  C.  in  fee, 
or  to  give  all  his  personal  estate 
to  A.f  and  then  to  B.,  and  after- 
wards to  C,  there  is  no  rule  of 
construction  authorising  the  Court 
to  restrict  the  estate  given  to  A, 
to  a  life  interest  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  effect  to  the  gifts  to  B. 
and  C.  Ibid. 

10.  It  has  been  established,  that  the 
words  of  a  will  must  be  construed 
with  reference  to  the  subject  mat- 
ter, and  that  the  same  words, 
even  in  the  same  sentence,  may 
have  one  effect  in  their  applica- 
tion to  real  estate,  and  another 
effect  in  their  application  to  per- 
sonal estate.  Ibid* 

11.  A  testator  gave  specific  legacies 
to  three  of  his  nieces  (daughters 
of  his  sister)  by  name,  and  the 
residue  to  his  sister  and  her  hus- 
band for  their  lives,  subject  to  an 
annuity  to  A.,  and  after  the  death 
of  the  parents  and  A,  he  directed 
the  residue  to  be  "  divided  equally 
between  the  daughters  of  his  said 

Vol.  V. 


sister"  and  which  he  bequeathed 
"  to  his  said  nieces."  There  was 
a  gifl  over,  if  no  daughter  of  his 
sister  should  be  then  living.  The 
sister  had  four  daughters  born  at 
the  date  of  the  will,  and  another 
bom  after  the  testator's  death. 
Some  only  survived  the  tenants 
for  life.  Held,  that  the  residue 
was  divisible  among  all  the  nieces, 
and  that  they  took  vested  interests, 
subject  to  be  divested  in  an  event 
which  had  not  happened.  Locker 
V.  Bradley.  Page  593 

See  Accumulation. 

Charity. 

Costs,  1.  5. 

Creditors'  Suit,  2. 

Discretion. 

Dower. 

Guardian,  2. 

Life  Estate. 

Misdescription. 

Money  in  the  Bank. 

Perishable  Property. 

Precatory  Words. 

Proving  Will. 

Remoteness,  passim. 

Renewal. 

Revocation. 

Specific  Legacy. 

Substituted  Legacy,  1,  2. 

Survivorship. 

Tenant  for  Life,  1, 2^  S. 

Uncertainty. 

Vested  Interest. 


WITNESS. 

1.  The  veracity,  or  even  accuracy,  of 

an  ignorant  and  illiterate  person, 

is  not  to  be  conclusively  tested 

Zx  by 
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by  comparing  an  affidavit  made  by 
him,  with  his  vM  voce  testimony; 
discrepancies  between  them  is  not 
conclusive  against  his  testimony, 
Johnston  v.  Todd.  Page  597 

2.  Observations  on  the  value  of  tes- 
timony given  by  affidavit.    When 


the  witness  is  illiterate  and  igno^ 
rant^  the  language  is  not  his  own^ 
but  that  of  the  person  preparing 
the  affidavit ;  being  taken  ex  parte^ 
it  is  almost  always  incomplete^ 
and  often  inaccurate.  Johnston 
v.  Todd.  Page  597 
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